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ABSTRACT

NO DEAL, NEW DEAL:
SOCIAL SECURITY AND THE EIGHTIETH CONGRESS

By

Susan Bernice Stawicki

This thesis examines the New Deal program of 01d Age
and Survivors' Insurance as it applied to the elderly, the
attitudes of the Republican Eightieth Congress toward it,
and the legislation they proposed and passed to alter it.
In this way I will prove that by the time of Roosevelt's
death the New Deal was not as firmly entrenched as some

historians would lead us to believe. Using the Congression-

al Record, Congressional Digest, Congressional Quarterly

Almanac, manuscript collections of Democratic and Republican
Congressmen, and autobiographies it was discovered that
under the Eightieth Congress the OASI program took two

steps backward for every half-step forward. The Republicans
attempted to dismantle OASI through, what they thought
would be, small unnoticeable changes in legislation. They
attempted to halt the coverage of new employees by the
system and even remove coverage from some groups that were

already protected by the program.
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INTRODUCTION

It was once said that the moral test of government is

how that government treats those who are in the dawn

of life--the children, those in the twilight of life--

the elderly, and those in the shadows of life--the

sick, the needy, and handicapped.

Hubert H. Humphrey

The elderly in 1947 were a generation caught in
change. The estimated 11,185,000 who were 65 or older1
had been born in an era of rural life and self-sufficiency.
They had lived through  some of the more dramatic changes
in national history. They had grown into maturity observing
and participating in the migration from rural to urban life.
They had experienced the Depression, the ultimate in eco-
nomic displacement, and had seen the experimental programs
of Franlkin Roosevelt stem political anarchy until the pro-
duction demands of World War II corrected the economic
imbalance.2

They saw that with the pressures of war and foreign
concerns the domestic programs and goals of the New Deal
were, if not forgotten, realistically relegated to lesser
importance. This caused some concern, but most people
believed once the war had ended the liberal progression

would at least stabilize if not continue.3 With the death

of FDR, the succession of Harry S. Truman, and the end of



the war in 1945 the uncertainty increased. The retired

or soon-to-be-retired were especially concerned.4 They
were one of the groups specifically provided for in the
New Deal, under the old age pension provisions of the
Social Security programs. But their concern heightened

in 1947 when most found themselves retired; without a job,
without FDR, and without a Democratic Congress for the
first time in 16 years.

The elderly's questioning now began in earnest: would
the Republicans carry through with the New Deal programs
they had sniped at while out of power? Would Truman be
strong enough or willing enough to stop them if they tried
to destroy the legacy of Roosevelt? The elderly waited
while the Eightieth Congress rolled into motion and at-
tempted to roll over Social Security.

This thesis will examine the New Deal program of
Social Security as it applied to the elderly, the attitudes
of the Republican Eightieth Congress toward it, and the
legislation they proposed and passed to alter it. In this
way I will attempt to prove that by the time of Roosevelt's
death the New Deal was not as firmly entrenched as some
historians would lead us to believe. 1In fact, the continued
existence, let alone the expansion of various New Deal
programs, had become questionable. This thesis will follow

the argument of Alonzo Hamby in Beyond the New Deal:

Harry S. Truman and Liberalism. Hamby argues that without




the election of Harry S. Truman in 1948 much of the New
Deal would most likely have been disbanded by the Republicans
and conservatives.5

The selection of Social Security as the particular
New Deal program to be studied is important. The ethics
of America, in fact of much of the world, calls for symbolic
reverence for certain groups in society. For the initial
purpose of this thesis it matters little whether they are
in reality treated fairly.

Children were one such group. Young children were
usually held free from verbal attacks in Congress. Another
such group were the elderly, the aged parents of the nation.
Although America's love affair with youth began well before
the 1940s, the elderly had never been targets for open
attacks.6 Few Congressmen, at that time, were daring
enough to stand forward and label the elderly as worthless
appendages to society, who free-loaded off the workers by
accepting inflated Social Security payments. Even fewer
were the Congressmen who made such a statement and survived
the next election.7 Respect for the elderly, accolades for
their unselfish sacrifices in building America, and calls
for their better treatment, were the benchmark of most
congressional statements on the elderly.

Because of this accepted level of public respect,8
the elderly were somewhat protected from obvious attacks

during the time period studied. If the Republicans were



‘ determined to dismantle the New Deal, the Social Security
programs which dealt specifically with the elderly would
be the most difficult to tear down. Therefore, if the
Republicans were successful in destroying Social Security,
they would have less trouble with other New Deal programs
with a less popular or morally acceptable footing. The
Republicans would . perhaps move quite swiftly with this
destruction under a congenial, party-loyal, Republican
president.

As mentioned above, only those Social Security pro-
grams dealing predominantly with the elderly will be
examined here. The Social Security system, as created in
1935 legislation, consisted of five basic parts: Aid to
the Blind, Aid to Dependent Children, Unemployment Insurance,
01d Age Assistance (public assistance), and 0ld Age and
Survivors.! Insurance (OASI). The primary purpose of the
1935 Act was to provide for the United States a permanent,
national system by which workers! incomes would be assured
upon their retirement or dismissal from employment. Prior
to this time income replacement was primarily the function
of either the family, private charitable organizations, or
local and state governments. But the magnitude of the
Depression overwhelmed the traditional charitable organiza-
tions and their ability to cover the needs of the destitute.

Despite Republican arguments that the 0ld Age and Surviors'



Insurance aspect centered too much power in the hands of
the Federal Government the Act was passed overwhelmingly
by the House and Senate.9

Although the other areas of income assurance are
important, this thesis will be concerned only with the

10 At times 01d

0l1d Age and Survivors' Insurance aspect.
Age Assistance (OAA) will be included in the discussion of
OASI. Often times Congressmen, in the heat of an argument,
would confuse the two and begin ranting about one program
when actually they were referring to the other. This is
perhaps.  related to the original purpose of the two. 1In
theory OAA was meant to achieve the same end as OAST but
through different means.

0ld Age Assistance was a program whereby the Federal
Government and individual states combined to give pensions
to the indigent elderly 65 or older. Only those individu-
als who were not working, had no savings or other income,
no property, and no relatives to fall back on for support,
were eligible. Unlike OASI, OAA was not given as a right,
but as charity, with the elderly often having to submit to
degrading means tests.

The states were under no requirement to take part in
this program. But as over half the states already had
such pension programs it was to their advantage to partic-
ipate in this Federal program which left the direct admin-

istration to the individual states, with minimum Federal



interference. The only restriction was the amount of money
the Federal Government would reimburse the individual state
for participating in OAA. The first years the reimbursement
was $15 per OAA recipient, but in years after it did in-
crease, although not in large amounts and often as a
political ploy, aspects which will be illustrated in later
chapters. OAA was meant to fade away as OASI matured and
only cover those not covered by OASI, and those whose
insurance payments were too low to sustain life. In fact,
Jerry R. Cates, a researcher in Social Security policy-
making, has found that the administrators in the Federal
Security Agency saw the OAA as a threat to OASI and often
tried to hold it back so as not to rival OASI. '
0l1d Age and Survivors' Insurance, on the other hand,
was exactly what the title states, that is, insurance. If
working in one of the covered professions,12 the worker
made a contribution in a certain set percentage of his
gross wages to the fund. 1In 1947-48, as from its beginning,
the employee had a one percent tax for OASI removed from
his paycheck. The employer was also required to match this
amount for each of his covered employees. Requiring
employers to contribute to the fund caused some concern.
It was argued, however, that employers should provide for
depreciation and obsolescence of their workers just as
they did for their plant and machinery.13 After working a

set amount of years (after the 1939 amendments: a minimum



of six and a maximum of 40 quarters) and upon reaching the
age of 65 the worker was eligible for a monthly, life-long
payment. The amount of the monthly payments was set be-
tween upper and lower limits, as directed by Congress, but
most often two-thirds of the retiree's normal salary.14
To explore the actions and attitudes of Congress

toward OASI a number of primary sources were consulted.

Among the primary sources used were: the Congressional

Record, Congressional Quarterly, Social Security Bulletin,

and manuscript sources of various Congressmen.
Although it is well known that Congressmen are al-
lowed to alter, add to, or completely delete their remarks

before they are printed in the Congressional Record it is

still an important source. The Record gives an indication
of what Congressmen believe portrays themselves in the best
light to the press, to their constituents and to one
another. It may be considered, in a way, a reflection of
popular sentiment on any given subject at a given time.

The Congressional Quarterly, on the other hand, is a

nonpartisan publication which devotes its weekly issues

to the thorough investigation of different legislative
problems facing Congress. Its annual issue is a consolida-
tion of the weekly issues. Included in the annual issue
are comparisons of party voting in Congress witl official

positions taken by both major parties.



One of the most important features of both the

Congressional Record and Congressional Quarterly are the

roll-call votes. Once the vote had been recorded,
Congressmen cannot change it; they can only try to justify
it by their comments and remarks inserted into the Record.

The next major sources used were the Social Security

Bulletin and Harry S. Truman's Memoirs. The first was

used to investigate what the Federal Security Agency15

desired in terms of the program. The Social Security

Bulletin also gave breakdowns of various Congressional
actions and how they changed the program and affected the
people involved. Truman's goals, as stated in his Memoirs,
were used to contrast the administrative goals of the FSA.
Truman was concerned with his political future, and as
President was responsible for a number of policy areas
including Social Security and other programs. The President
had to make decisions which would balance the strength of
all programs without playing favorites. The Federal
Security Agency, on the other hand, was responsible for a
very definite range of programs and worked very hard for
the recognition and advancement in these specific areas.
Therefore, the goals of the President and the FSA were

not always the same. The Bureau of the Budget even
admitted that at times agencies would revolt against too

much control from the White House.16 Both of these sources



gave some idea of what opposition or support Congress faced
and what they had to react for or react against.

Finally, the manuscript sources were used to see how
Congressmen explained their actions to their constituents
and to one another. The papers of Robert A. Taft, Arthur
Vandenberg, Joseph Martin, Sam Rayburn, Emanuel Celler,
Alben W. Barkley, John Sherman Cooper, Wallace White,
Theodore F. Green, and Tom Connally were all examined.

Most of the collections contained letters to constituents
and to campaign managers, along with speeches and policy
statements.

To supplement these primary sources I also used pub-
lished biographies and autobiographies of members of the
Eightieth Congress and Administration appointees. Although
there were no great or astonishing revelations found in the
manuscript sources that were not reflected, to an extent,

in the Congressional Record they did contain some attempts

at justification of what was done in the Eightieth Congress.
In the autobiographies and biographies I expected the
Republicans, who bore the brunt of Truman's accusations in
the 1948 campaign, to defend the actions of the Eightieth
Congress vehemently. In contrast I expected the Democrats
to accept what Truman said about the "do nothing" Eightieth
Congress and even add to the accusations against the

Republicans.
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The autobiographies and biographies were not quite as
rigid as I had first believed. For instance, among the
participants! autobiographies only one spoke directly of
the Eightieth Congress: Texas' Democratic Senator
Tom Connally. Although a staunch southerner, Connally,
along with Representative Sam Rayburn, felt the South
should support Truman, the 1948 Democratic presidential
nominee, despite their dislike of him and his programs.
Connally shunned the Dixiecrat Party and feared that
division of the Democratic Party would lead to a Republican
victory. Connally was also rather hostile about losing
his position of power once the 1946 Republican Congress
came in. So although he was a member of Congress, Connally
agreed with Truman's attacks on the Eightieth. He agreed
that Truman's detailed complaints about the Eightieth
Congress were the real reason the President won in 1948.17

In his autobiography, Representative Jacob Javits of
New York also criticized the Republicans. Although Javits
was a Republican, he was elected from a traditional
Democratic stronghold, so often voted with the Democrats
against the Republicans. Javits felt that although much
was done in Congress what received the most attention was
reactionary, retaliatory legislation. He believed that
the Republicans were determined to make their mark on the

country, especially if that meant destroying the New Deal.18
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Arthur Altmeyer was another participant, although in
the Administration, rather than the Legislature. He
accused the Republicans of deliberately attempting to
destroy the old age security feature of Social Security.
He also credits this blatant maliciousness for clinching
the 1948 election for Truman.19

Those writing biographies of legislators were very
open in their attacks, perhaps because not being members
themselves they felt they had no responsibility for the
actions of the Eightieth Congress. Or perhaps it is
because they relied on the campaign speeches used, where
some Congressmen jumped onAthe Truman bandwagon, accusing
the Congress of playing favorites with special interests.
This is evident in the biographies of Representatives
William Lemke and Sam Rayburn and Senators 0Olin Johnston,
Theodore Green and Harley Kilgore.

Most other autobiographies and biographies simply
mentioned programs passed, or skipped over the entire
1947-48 period completely, unless they simply mentioned
the outcome of the election. Others mouthed the 1948
Truman campaign line of the "do nothing" Congress with no
attempt at justification, evaluation or explanation.21

Among the personal memoirs there are those who felt
the Eightieth really was much maligned by Truman. Many
believed that if the Eightieth was not much better than

past Congresses, it was in reality not any worse.
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Representatives Joseph Martin of Massachusetts and Norris
Cotton of New Hampshire were the staunchest supporters of
the Eightieth Congress' record, and not surprisingly both
were Republicans. Both men showed respect for Truman, but
argued that he was wrong in leveling the charge of "do
nothing" in 1948.22

Martin did admit that previous Congresses had tried
to stop the New Deal and failed. But the domestic programs
in 1948, precursor to the full Fair Deal programs, he

n23 This is not to

claimed "...we stopped in its tracks.
say that Martin thought this a bad thing. In fact, Martin
took pride in this action. He felt that the Congress had
stopped the Fair Deal, and had substituted a record of
good, solid legislation. He also blamed Dewey's lackluster

R4

campaign for the losses in 1948. Martin sums up the
problem as such:

It was a strong, independent Congress. 1In

Truman it was pitted against a strong, impulsive

President. The result, naturally, was almost

continual conflict, much of it going to funda-

mental differences Sgtween the Democratic and

Republican parties.

The remaining biographies, all of Republican Party
members, reiterated the beliefs of their studies. Lending
credence to the prior argument that many biographers simply
took campaign speeches at face value without any analysis.

For instance, George Mayer gives glowing reports to the

Republicans in his work: The Republican Party, 1854-1964.
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He supports Martin's argument that the Republicans in their
attempts to implement their party's programs succeeded in
alienating many voters.26 The remaining biographies on
Representative Charlie Halleck and Senators Robert Taft and
Kenneth Wherry all illustrated the Republican's hostility
towards Truman and their belief that the Eightieth Congress
really made positive steps in running the country.27

There was also a large amount of secondary literature
consulted on this period. Most of these studies dealt with
Truman, very few investigated the problems facing Social
Security in 1947-48.

The early historical accounts of the Truman presidency
are positive, idealized versions of the President.28

Among the better known of these idealistic accounts are

Fonathan Daniels!' The Man of Independence, Eric F. Goldman's

The Crucial Decade and After:. America 1945-1960, and

Cabell Phillips'! The Truman Presidency: The History of
29

Triumphant Succession. Another such writer was Richard
E. Neustadt, who as a staff member in the Bureau of the
Budget 1946-50 and special assistant in the White House
Office 1950-53 presents a particularly sticky problem.
Neustadt, a political scientist, wrote numerous articles
and books in a very obvious pro-Truman style. When reading

one of Neustadt's works, it is important to keep in mind

his participant status when judging the merit of his
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analysis. In fact, Neustadt has been faulted by revision-
ists for misleading the traditionalists with his biased
analysis in "Congress and the Fair Deal."30

Following this highly idealized pro-Truman literature
came the emergence of what was to form the core of the
traditionalists school of historical thought. Centered
around Richard S. Kirkendall, at the University of Missouri,
this group is also known as the Missouri School.

Most members of this group admit that Truman had
failures, but instead of zeroing in solely on those
failures the historians in the Missouri School also point
to successes. Perhaps the most common thread running
through the traditionalists' theory is their acceptance of
the existence of a conservative coalition which Truman was
forced to fight in trying to promote his Fair Deal program.
Some of the best-known works from the traditionalist

school are Kirkendall's "Harry Truman" in America's Eleven

Greatest Presidents, as well as the introductory comments

in The Truman Period as a Research Field: A Reappraisal,

1972. Kirkendall's successors include Alonzo L. Hamby and

his early landmark book on the Truman era, Beyond the New

Deal: Harry S. Truman and American Liberalism. Finally,

Susan M. Hartmann deals specifically with Executive-

Legislative problems in her work: Truman and the 80th
31

Congress. Although these works do not take a hands-off
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policy when it comes to criticizing Truman, they argue
that the programs he advocated were timely.

Combining criticism with appreciation the Missouri
School studies of Truman appeared to halt the candy-coated
versions of his life. After Truman's death in 1972,
however, the spate of 'Truman the Great' books returned.
This reappearance was lead by the publication of a very
loving biography of Truman by the "Boss's Boss" as Truman

called his daughter. Margaret Truman, in Harry S. Truman,

painted a warm picture of her father as a wonderful man,

a good President and a loving devoted family man. Merle

Miller's Plain Speaking:. An Oral Biography of Harry S.
Truman reinforced the view of Truman as a scrappy man,
fighting against the odds for the good of the people.32
Although this type of popular literature captured the
interest and admiration of the American public it only
increased the intensity of the feud between professional
Truman scholars.

While the Missouri School places Truman out in front
to absorb the criticism, they shield his programs behind
them in a protective stance. Meanwhile, behind the
traditionalists are the revisionists, sniping at the Fair
Deal and post war liberalism. The revisionists are
critical of both Truman and his programs. They argue that

Truman's policies were not the liberal programs previous

historians have made them out to be. The revisionists'
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literature states that Truman was an inept President, that
he was ill-prepared to deal with the conservative coalition
and that instead of solving the problems Truman stopped
any chance of New Deal liberalism reasserting itself by
substituting his own limited program.

Revisionists began their attack by writing counter
assaults on traditionalists' works. Perhaps the best
known revisionists is Barton J. Bernstein. His essay in

Politics and Policies of the Truman Administration and

Towards a New Past: Dissenting Essays in American History,

two books which he editied, best exemplify his revisionist

interpretation. Bert Cochran's Harry Truman and the Crisis

Presidency is also an example of revisionist' thought.

Allen Yarnell in Democrats and Progressives: The 1948

Presidential Election as a Test of Postwar Liberalism,

33

also attacks both Truman and his program.
For the study of Social Security under Truman and
the Eightieth Congress little literature, whether
revisionist or traditionalist, exists. Except for the
afore mentioned Cates study, and a study of the Social
Security Administration by Martha Derthicks, there is

34

nothing. There is a need for this type of study, dealing
specifically with Social Security. Hopefully, the
attention Social Security is receiving in present-day

politics will encourage more historians to delve into its

heritage.
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Despite the lack of secondary material covering the
question of Social Security in 1947-48 the primary sources
painted a consistent view. Under the Eightieth Congress
the OASI program took two steps backward for every half-
step forward, all in the name of Republican progress. The
Republicans attempted to dismantle OASI through, what they
thought would be, small unnoticeable changes in legislation.
They attempted to halt the coverage of new employees by
the system and even remove coverage from some groups that

were already protected by the program.
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1By 1948 the number of those estimated to be 65 or
older had risen to 11,538,000, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of
the United States: Colonial Times to 1970, pt. 1
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1975),
p. 10.

2The 1938 recession, for a time, lessened public

confidence in FDR's economic recover lans.
yp

3The 1944 Economic Bill of Rights FDR presented in
his State of the Union message indicated that the New Deal
was coming out of retirement once the necessity for !'Dr.
Win-the-War' had faded.

4Many people came out of retirement to ease the labor
shortage during World War II. Most returned by choice to
retirement or were forced out of the market once the
servicemen began returning.

5Alonzo.L. Hamby, Beyond the New Deal: Harry S.
Truman and American Liberalism (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1973), pp. 256-59, 267. Alonzo L.
Hamby, Imperial Years: The United States Since 1939 (New
York: Weybright and Talley, 1976), p. 146. Truman him-
self reflected this fear in his memoirs. Harry S. Truman,
Memoirs, vol. 2: Years of Trial and Hope (Garden City,
New York: Doubleday & Co., 1956), p. 172. Irwin Ross,
The Loneliest Campaign: The Truman Victory of 1948 (New
York: New American Library, 1968), pp. 237-45. In fact,
some authors credit Truman's 1948 victory solely to the
electorate's perception of what the Republicans would do
to the New Deal should they win both Congress and the
Presidency. Hamby believes liberals eventually supported
Truman rather than Wallace not because of their great
confidence in Truman's ability or desire to carry on the
New Deal but rather to defeat the Republicans who they
believed would eliminate the progress made under the New
Deal. Others voted for Truman for narrower self-interests:
they were not concerned with the entire New Deal; instead
they feared the destruction of certain portions of the New
Deal which would effect them personally. This idea is
dealt with in more detail in the conclusion of this
thesis. Republicans did little to reduce this fear. For
instance, in "The Record of the First Five Months,"
Congressional Digest 27, #6-7 (1947): 178, a Digest writer
indicated that the Eightieth Congress began session "with
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the intent of putting the brakes on the remainder of the
New Deal program and its own agenda formulated and under-
way." Allen Yarnell, Democrats and Progressives: The 1948
Presidential FElection As A Test of Post War Liberalism
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1974), p. 144,
argues just the opposite. Representing the revisionist
school of thought, Yarnell suggests that the 1948 victory
was not a victory of liberalism. It was just the opposite.
Truman's victory insured that liberalism would be pushed
aside in favor of:more mediocre reforms.

America's love affair with youth had begun almost
30 years earlier, stemming from youth's disillusionment
with World War I. Still the cultural praise of, and
fascination with the young was not as open in 1947-48 as
it would become in the late 1950s, 60s and 70s.

7One of the only Congressmen to question the aged and
their right to support was Walter Horan, third term
Republican Representative from the state of Washington.
He inserted, into the Congressional Record, an article by
Howard Ordey entitled: "Land of Milk and Honey--Relief
Cash Plentiful in State of Washington." The article
dealt with supposed Social Security abuses in Washington
State. But the article played it safe and instead of
criticizing the elderly as a group, asked: "Are All These
Our Senior Citizens?" Horan was re-elected in 1948. U.S.,
Congress, House, Article by Howard Ordey on Social Security
Abuses in Washington State,. "Land of Milk and Honey--
Relief Cash Plentiful in State of Washington," 80th Cong.,
1st sess., 20 March 1947, Congressional Record 93: 2338-
39. This was the most daring attack leveled against the
elderly in the Eightieth Congress. As will be seen in
later chapters, the aged were usually praised in every
debate on Social Security, no matter what the speaker was
arguing for.

8A strong influence on this sentiment may be traced
directly to World War II. As mentioned earlier, retirees
went back into the work force to shore up the lagging
number of workers. There was also the strong sentimental
appeal of the waiting mothers and elderly parents who had
lost sons in the war.
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9In the House the roll call vote on the 1935 Social
Security Act was 372 for passage and 33 against passage
(Democrats 297 for, 13 against; Republicans 68 for, 18
against; Independents seven for, two against). The Senate
passed the bill on a voice vote. Congress and the Nation:
A Review of Government and Politics in the Post-War Years,
1945-1961 (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly
Service, 1965), p. 1227. There was a very strong reluctance
to pass the bill by the Republcians. This reluctance was
evident when the House Ways and Means Committee originally
voted on whether to report the bill or not. At that time,
all Democrats, except one, voted for reporting out the
bill, and all Republicans voted against it. Arthur J.
Altmeyer, The Formative Years of Social Security (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1966), p. 37.

10Common usage has replaced 0ld Age and Survivors'
Insurance (the present day 014 Age, Survivors' and
Disability Insurance) with the term Social Security.
Therefore, when I refer to Social Security in this thesis
I mean, in specific terms, OASI as it refers to the elderly.

11Jerry R. Cates, Insuring Inequality: Administrative
Leadership in Social Security, 1935-1954 (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 1983), pp. 20, 39.

12Covered employment was usually that which involved
manual labor, such as factory work, and some white collar
employees. Among the uncovered employees were: farmers,
farm workers, domestic labor, state and local government
workers, and employees of non-profit organizations. Also
excluded were the self-employed such as: insurance agents,
doctors, lawyers, other professionals, those covered by
private pension plans and other small groups.

13Eveline Burns, Social Security and Public Policy
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956), p. 161.

14Pa‘xrtial benefits were available for those retiring
at age 62.

51 1946 Congress opposed but passed President
Truman's proposal that the old Social Security Board be
abolished and all its duties transferred to the FSA.
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16The FSA, as a branch of the Executive, did not
always reflect the policy of the President. Cates,
Insuring Inequality, pp. 23, 58. Robert J. Donovan also
reinforces this idea by arguing that governmental depart-
ments had a freer role in "initiating programs and dealing
with Congress" than in later years when the White House
centralized control. Robert J. Donovan, Conflict and
Crisis: The Presidency of Harry S. Truman, 1945-1948
(New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1977), p. 22. Roger W.
Jones, Assistant Director, Bureau of the Budget 1945-59
spoke of agencies' independent streak in: Francis H.
Heller, ed., The Truman White House: The Administration
of the Presidency, 1945-1953 (Lawrence: The Regents Press
of Kansas, 1980), pp. 227-28.

17Tom Connally, My Name is Tom Connally (New York:
Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 1954), pp. 330-32.

18Jacob J. Javits and Rafael Steinberg, Javits: The
Autobiopraphy of a Public Man (Boston: Houghton Mifflin
CO., 19817, po 134.

19Altmeyer, Formative Years, pp. 160, 163, 169.

20Edward C. Blackorby, Prarie Rebel: The Public Life
of William Lemke (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press,
1963), p. 774. John E. Huss, Senator for the South: A
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TO ERR IS TRUMAN, 1945-46

The initial session of the Eightieth Congress began
calmly. There was present, to be sure, the self-
righteousness of a group of politicians who felt they had
just been given a mandate from the people. Surprisingly,
however, there was also a sort of benign compatibility
between the Republican-dominated Congress and Democratic
President Harry S. Truman.

In the mid-term election of 1946 the Republicans had
run a campaign based on discrediting Truman and the New
Deal legacy. A campaign slogan such as the famous "To err
is Truman" could hardly be counted on to set the stage for
good relations between Congress and the President. Yet,
for a time, relations were cordial, almost friendly,
between the legislative and administrative branches of
government.1

Much of this cordiality had to do with the attitude
of Harry Truman. His tenure in the Senate had given him
some idea of what it was like to function on Capitol Hill
with all its freedoms and restraints. For ten years Truman

had served in Congresses which often blanched under what

26
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they viewed as the unnecessary interfering, meddling
tactics of the Roosevelt White House.2

Truman had begun congenial relations with Congress
almost as soon as he assumed the Presidency after FDR's
death. 1In fact, on his very first day in office in 1945
he went to Capitol Hill for lunch with 17 Senators and
Representatives of both parties. Among the luncheon group
were Congressmen whose tenure would extend to the Eightieth
Congress. This initial, unusual act for a President, left
a positive effect on most Congressmen. Republican Senator
Arthur Vandenberg praised this initial informal meeting.

It was both wise and smart. It means that the

days of executive contempt for Congress are

§nded: That we are.returning to a government 3

in which Congress will take its rightful place.

This statement by Vandenberg although made in 1945,
sums up the attitudes of many members of the Eightieth
Congress as well. As will be seen in Chapter 3, Congress
was very concerned with its role in the nation as the
initiators of legislation.' They felt much of their power
had been usurped by Roosevelt. They were now like children
beginning to show their independence against a domineering
parent. They were willing to go to almost any length to
re-establish their role. At times Congress would back

themselves out on a limb and then saw it off all in the

name of Congressional independence.
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Truman's honeymoon with the Seventy-ninth soon ended,
just as, two years later, his relations with the Eightieth

Congress would quickly grow bitter.A

The Congressional
good will Truman had built up on his first few months in
office was shattered on September 6, 1945 when he submitted
his "Twenty-one Point Message" on domestic problems.5
Republicans and Southern Democrats believed Truman's
suggestions were too close to Roosevelt's 1944 Economic
Bill of Rights, and this attempted resurrection of the New
Deal galvanized the conservatives in the Seventy-ninth
Congress. In his September 6 message Truman asked for a
modernized New Deal: full-employment legislation, public
housing, farm price supports, national health insurance,
expanded social security and a permanent Fair Employment
Practices Commission. Instead he received from Congress
either conservative measures or stony silence and total
inactivity.

For example, Truman's request for legislation to
assure full employment was met with the passage of the
Employment Act of 1946, which contained no implementation
provisions to assure full employment. Rather the 1946 Act
simply proclaimed full employment to be a desirable national
objective and created a Council of Economic Advisors to
furnish the President with information on the economy and
recommendations for change. In addition, Congress also

passed a small aid program for veteran's housing, hardly
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comparable to Truman's original program, which had called
for over two million housing starts in a two-year period.
The rest of the proposals in the Twenty-one Point message
were either killed or ignored, as was the case with the
Fair Employment Practices Commission which was allowed to
expire.

Truman went on to criticize the Seventy-ninth Congress
for the same lack of action for which he would criticize
the Eightieth.6 Unfortunately, this tactic suffered from
the fact that unlike the Republican Eightieth Congress the
Seventy-ninth was Democratic. Truman was thus put in the
peculiar position of criticizing his own party. Critics
have since argued that Truman's criticism was one reason
the Democrats lost the Eightieth Congress to the
Republicans. But ironically the 1946 election results
would free Truman from this restriction, for he would now
be able to criticize Congress without jeopardizing the
election chances of the Democrats.7

Congress as an institution is a homogeneous mixture
of politicians representing a heterogeneous group of
Americans. Individual Congressmen may be divided into
numerous categories--southern, northern; western, eastern,
midwestern; urban, rural; pro-labor, pro-business; and so
on. But no division i1s so obvious as that of political

party: especially Democrats and Republicans. This is why
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party divisions of the Eightieth Congress were of
special interest.

As they entered the 1946 campaign the Republicans
had not held a majority in Congress for 16 years. The
last Republican-dominated Congress, elected in 1928, had
been tied to the ill-fated career of Herbert Hoover.
Whether rightly or wrongly blamed for the Depression,
almost the entire Republican Party was swept from power in
1932 and replaced by the Democrats, or more precisely,
by Franklin Delano Roosevelt and his associates. At
various points during the ensuing years the Republicans
increased their strength and occasionally came close to
regaining control. It was, therefore, with considerable
interest that the people, media, and the Truman Administra-
tion viewed the new Republican-dominated Eightieth Congress.

The Republicans needed to do something dramatically
different from their Democratic predecessors. In fact,
they had run their political campaign on that promise.
Like other politicians, before and after, they felt they
had a mandate from the people, a demand for striking
political changes.8 On January 5, 1947 the night before
the new Eightieth Congress was to go into session, Senator
Robert A. Taft said in a radio broadcast:

The main issue of the election was the restora-

tion of freedom and the elimination or reduction

of constantly increasing interference with family

life and with business by autocratic government
bureaus and autocratic labor leaders.
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The Democrats, fearing the Republicans were right, were
more likely to go along with the new majority or at least
not to openly antagonize them until they had reassessed
the mood of the electorate. This attitude was especially
prevalent in the two major areas of Republican-Democratic
conflict: government spending and the power labor had
accrued under Roosevelt's tutelage.1o

After the 1946 election, Senate Republicans controlled
51 of the 96 seats: they had gained 13 seats in the

11

election. The South was joined in its united Deomocratic

front only by Arizona and New Mexico.12
The relative experience of the Senators, both

Republican and Democratic, is also important. The majority
of Senators were relatively new and inexperienced in
Congressional politics, thus leaving a few old-timers with
most of the power. New Senators, those elected to Congress
for the first time, are more likely to be close followers
of the party line.'> Although they arrive with a certain
amount of arrogance, most are quickly brought to the
realization that they are probably there because of backing
from their party, or because of voter association of the

14

candidate with the party. More important, if they have

any desire to advance through the ranks from less to more
desirable committees they had better follow the party
15

leaders.
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Conversely, those Senators who have been in office
for more than one term are the ones more likely to buck
party line.16 Although not so dependent on party favor as
the new Senators, most realize that the legislature runs
on a process of cooperation. The most likely place for
cooperation is within the party itself.

Finally, those Senators who are able to return after
two terms may be considered the party leadership.17
Unless an unusual circumstance should arise--a personal
scandal or dramatic change in their ideology--most Senators
in this final bracket will have advanced far enough up the
ladder of party authority that they would be less likely to
question party tenets, even though they probably have the
power and prestige to do so. In fact, one study shows
that Senators in this bracket are more likely to be neutral
as long as the item in question does not affect their
state in particular.18

There were 49 Senators who had completed less than
one complete six-year term. The next group, those who were
beginning or were in their second term of office, tallied
in at 26 members. The final group, those who had over two
terms experience, numbered 21 members of the Senate.

Examining the Republican Senators by .this method
shows there were 34 first-term Republican Senators. Those

Republican Senators beginning or in their second terms made

up a group of 14. But there were only three Republican
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Senators with more than two terms behind them. As
illustrated by these figures most Republicans in the Senate
were in their first term and, according to the before
mentioned study, they could be expected to vote the party
line as set by leaders such as Taft and Vandenberg. As

for the other categories, since the number of Republicans
with a long tenure in the Senate was small, the Republicans
had to delve into lower ranks to find committee chairmen
and therefore almost insured loyalty among what could have
become that middle maverick group.

Democratic tenure was structured a bit differently.
There were 15 first-term Democrats in the Senate. There
were 12 Democratic Senators in office for more than one
term but less than two terms. There were 18 Democratic
Senators who had been in office for more than two terms.
The Democrats were concentrated in this most senior group
of Senators. A third of this final most powerful group of
Senators came from the South. Southern Senators were
consistently re-elected to office resulting in long tenures.
Republicans charged this is how they amassed so much
power.19 The seniority system bears out this claim. As
mentioned before, the desertion of some Southerners in
1948 casts doubts on their loyalty in 1947-48, so the
strength of the Democratic Party in the Senate should not

be viewed as strong support for Truman.
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The House of Representative mirrored the Senate in
terms of Republican gains. After the 1946 election, House
Republicans controlled 246 seats of the 435 seats, they
had gained 56 seats. The Democrats held on to.188 seats
and the American Labor Party held on to one seat.zo

The House provided a much more diverse group than the
Senate in terms of the geographic distribution of the
parties. In comparison to the Senate, the Republicans
were able to capture very few states completely in the
House. The Democrats, on the other hand, retained their
hold over the South, just as they had in the Senate.

The pattern of office tenure in the House of
Representatives was similar to, though not as clear cut
as, that in the Senate. One difference, obviously, was
in the term of office. Representatives are up for
election every two years rather than every six, so the
chance for turnover is greater. As the Founding Fathers
had predicted, House membership is more tied to current
issues.”! So if public opinion should shift drastically
on an issue, some once very popular Representatives could
find themselves out of a job after an election. For
clarity, however, the same numerical divisions of years
as used for the Senate will apply here.22

There were 215 Representatives who had served less
than six years. 1In fact, 91 of these were first-term

Representatives with no previous experience at the national
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legislative level. This is quite a large amount of
incoming Representatives, comprising over one-fifth of the
House membership. There were 130 Representatives who had
served more than six years but less than 12 years. There
were 89 Representatives who had served for six terms or
longer. Of these 89 members, 47 had served less than 18
years and 42 more than 18 years. There was also one
vacancy later filled by a first-term Republican.

Divided by party, the Republicans had 135 of all their
members in the House less than three terms. 1In fact, their
members comprised 62 of the 91 first term members.. Those
Republicans who had been in the House more than three
terms, but under six, numbered 70. Finally, there were
40 Republicans who had been in the House 12 years or
longer. Of these 40 Republicans, 23 had served less than
18 years and 17 had served 18 years or longer.

The Democrats tallied up a bit differently. There
were 80 Democratic Representatives who had been in the
House less than six years. There were 29 first time
Democratic Representatives in this group. Those Democratic
Representatives who had served six years, yet under 12
years, numbered 59. This was considerably less than their
Republican counterparts. There were 49 Democrats who had
extended their tenure at least 12 years or beyond. Of
these 49, 24 served between 12 and 18 years. The addi-

tional 25 Democrats had been in Congress 18 years or longer.
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If compared, it is obvious that once again the
Democrats had their strength spread through all levels of
experience. Although quite a few Democrats were in the
somewhat new category, they had predominantly more of
their party represented in the older, more experienced
brackets, than the Republicans.23 The Republicans concen-
tration was among the newer arrivals.

Even with their majority, the Republicans were faced
with a large percentage of new or relatively new members
of Congress. There was potential for some trouble as
studies have found that Republicans tend to stick closer
together in party ideology when they are out of power.2
The Democrats, on the other hand, always seem to have
their problems holding their members to a strict party
line, simply because of their greater diversity of party
membership. But in the Eightieth Congress the inexperience
of most Republican members offset the tendency and most
Republicans held to the party line.

Judging from the above figures, the Republicans in the
Eightieth Congress were primarily new and inexperienced.25
If the aforementioned studies apply here, the Republicans
would find themselves leading a large group of rather
pliable first-time Congressmen and therefore would present
a very unified party line along the Taft-Vandenberg
persuasion. The Democrats, on the other hand, had a

majority of experienced legislators, used to controlling
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committees and embittered by their loss of power for

which they blamed Truman. Since they blamed Truman's
political ineptitude for the loss of Congress in 1946 they
were less likely to support what appeared like more of the
same Administration proposals which had defeated the
Democrats in 1946, thus presenting the Republicans with
little organized Democratic resistance.

Surprisingly, in view of all this, after the 1946
election Truman believed that he might have a better
chance to get proposals past a new Congress, Republican or
not, than he had had with the hard-headed Seventy-ninth
Democratic Congress. In response to Eleanor Roosevelt's
letter that the new Congress might be easier to deal with
than the old, Truman wrote:

I think we will be in a position to get more

things done for the welfare of the country, or

at least to make a record of things recommended

for the welfare of the country, than we would

have been had we been responsible for a Demgcratic

Congress which was not loyal to the party.2
On November 14, 1946 Truman echoed this sentiment to an
old friend.

I don't expect to knuckle under to the Republicans.

. « o Between you and me I don't expect this

Congress to be any worse than the gne I had to

deal with for the last two years.2

As the time drew near for the new Congress to go into
session, Truman continued his conciliatory remarks. On

New Year's Day 1947 Truman called up the new Republican

leaders of the Senate and the House. Arthur H. Vandenberg
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of Michigan, the new Senate Majority Leader, only

suggested that the President wait until after his

January 6 State of the Union message to meet with
Republican leaders. Joseph W. Martin, Jr. of Massachusetts,
the new Speaker of the House, gave an even more positive
and, most importantly to Truman, believable response.
Martin spoke of cooperation for the "general welfare" of
the country, as well as a willingness to discuss these
things.28 Robert Taft, the de facto leader on domestic
issues for the Republicans, was not as conciliatory, nor is
there any indication that Truman tried to push a friendly

29

relationship with Taft. In fact, by November 1947

Truman was referring to Taft in private letters as one of

30 Taft took a harder

a group of "liars and demagogues."
line than either Vandenberg or Martin. As reflected in

his radio broadcast prior to the opening of the Eightieth
Congress, Taft thought the Republican Congress would come
out swinging, no matter what the White House wanted.

Still, the initial relations between Harry Truman and
the Eightieth Congress were considered good, mostly because
of good will and a desire to cooperate. With these
congenial relations it would seem that Congress and the
President would have been able to move to agreement on many
issues, foreign as well as domestic. But the honeymoon

would end on numerous issues, and especially on Social

Security.
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First, Truman had fired Secretary of Commerce Henry Wallace
on September 20, Wallace was one of the last major New
Dealers left in the Cabinet. By this action Truman severely
damaged his image among liberals as the heir to FDR. To a
party so dependent upon the image (and coattails at election
timeg of Roosevelt for so long, this action gave the
impression they were cut free from the non-existent New
Deal ideology and presented an uncertain, confusing’
political front.

Second, Truman ended meat controls on October 14. He
did this as a campaign ploy to give the Republicans one
less example of supposed government intervention in the
public's private 1life. Unfortunately, this action also
disillusioned labor, one of the strongest links of the New
Deal coalition.

The Republicans campaigned with such slogans as "It's
time for a change" and "Had enough?" and appeared to still
be running against Roosevelt. The Democrats played right
into their hands. Rather than allowing Truman to campaign
for them the Democrats instead relied on Roosevelt's
recorded campaign addresses. This presented the confusing
image to the public of a party being run by a dead '
President, and as is common in off year elections, the
Republicans made major gains from this confusion.

For an in-depth look at.the 1946 election see James
Boylan, The New Deal Coalition and the Election of 1946
(New York: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1981).
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Crisis, p. 260. See also Congressional Digest 26, #2
(1947): 33, which claims that the victory was because
American voters wanted a reduction in Federal Government
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Digest 26, #6-7 (1947): 163.
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with the split off of some Southern Democrats into the
Dixiecrat Party, perhaps the Democratic South was not so
Democratic after all. Perhaps it was best described as
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TWO
CHARITY BEGINS AT HOME, 1947

Alf Landon, former Republican Presidential candidate,
warned after the 1946 Republican victory: "people will
expect more of us than we can probably deliver."1 Little
did anyone realize how true these words were, especially in
relation to what Harry Truman would ask the Eightieth
Congress to change in the Social Security Act.

But the stage was set, the actors present, and as the
curtain rose the audience across the country settled back
to watch the play unfold. Truman entered Congress and
began his State of the Union message and the sides began
to choose up.

"It looks like a good many of you have moved over to
the left since I was here last!"2 Truman's opening quip to
Congress was most certainly an ironic indication of the
traditional physical placements of the parties as opposed
to their political preference for liberal and conservative
beliefs. Truman went on to speak of the need for under-
standing and cooperation between the Legislative and

Administrative branches. He suggested five major economic

A
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3

policies which he wanted Congress to help him attain.
They were:
1) Better labor-management relations.

2) Tightened controls on monopoly and encouragement
of private enterprise.

3) More home construction.

L) A balanced budget and reduction of the public
debt.

5) The stabilization of prices for agricultural
products.

It was under the first policy area that Truman slyly
included Social Security. Truman reminded Congress that
the best way to achieve better relations between labor and
management was not through the passage of legislation
dealing only with labor relations and directed against
labor unions. Instead, he maintained, the nation must
remove the anxieties a worker faces in an industrial
society. One of the anxieties was the laborers' insecurity
of being separated from the tools of production and having
his livelihood depend upon the good will of another.
Increased Social Security, among other things, would help
lessen this fear and put some trust back into the relation-
ship between labor and management.4

In keeping with his conciliatory style of early 1947
Truman did not really demand as much as he would in 1948.
Instead Truman simply described the changes he would like

Congress to legislate into Social Security. Just in case
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Congress had missed the point, Truman reiterated in more
detail in his "Special Message to Congress: The President's
First Economic Report" of January 8, 1947 and once again in
his "Annual Budget Message to Congress: Fiscal Year 1948"
of January 10, 1947.5

In terms of So¢ial Security Truman wanted specifically:

1) To expand Social Security to cover those groups
not covered.

2) To increase Social Security benefits.
He also made other suggestions:

1) Alteration in the financing for Social Security
so there would not be so much reliance on simple
employee/employer taxes, but on supplementation
from the general budget.7

2) The creation of a Department of Health, Education
and Security to organize Social Security and all
other welfare programs.. This would replace the
FSA and other agencies which welfare programs
were placed under.

3) The requirement that the states be uniform in
their public assistance that is supplemented by
the government, and the passage of permagent
legislation to continue this assistance.

Congress listened, but how well they heard what Truman
was saying is questionable. In 1947 Truman delivered only
those three policy statements to Congress dealing with
Social Security (aside from the veto message dealt with
later in this chapter). Congress did very little with the
suggestions in its first session. 1In fact, they did very

little with Social Security at all in 1947. What they

did mostly was talk.9
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For a time it was not clear if Congressmen were
arguing about Social Security specifically or using Social
Security as a weapon to attack other legislation before
them. As mentioned in the Introduction, when speaking of
the program most Congressmen called for increased aid.
There were three specific arguments given for this. The
first was used as a basis for the next two. First, if the
country could provide aid for Europe it could provide
adequate aid at home. Second, increased aid would fight
Communism at home by keeping the elderly and soon-to-be
elderly content. Finally, it was the earned right of the
aged to be provided with a respectable standard of living
by the nation they had helped to build.

The actions of the Eightieth Congress in foreign
policy went smoother than their actions in domestic issues.
This was due mostly to the great persuasive power Senator
Vandenberg held over foreign policy action and his coop-
eration with Truman. Yet it was not as though all foreign
policy changes went through Congress without a hitch,
despite the power Senator Vandenberg wielded. One aspect
of foreign policy was the major battleground on which
Social Security was fought on, the question of financial
aid to foreign countries, specifically under the Marshall
Plan and the Truman Doctrine. This is not to say that

calls for increased OASI and OAA would not have arisen,



48

but just that the demands were linked in their attack to
these foreign aid programs.

Portraying the situation in Greece and Turkey as
one of unchecked expansion of the forces of Communism
against those of democracy, President Truman proclaimed to
Congress the Truman Doctrine on March 12, 1947. His
specific request was for 350 million dollars in military

aid to Greece and 50 million for Turkey.10

The military
aid package was passed in April by the Senate and May by
the House. June 5, of the same year, General George
Marshall, Secretary of State, set forth in his address at
Harvard the blue print of what would become the Marshall
Plan. Although the rhetoric of crisis and the actions of
the Soviet Union and its satellites helped to bring success
to both these plans, it also laid the groundwork for
attacks by Congress on what they viewed as a faulty Social
Security system.

The major argument centered around the fact that the
United States was sending massive amounts of aid to foreign
countries while seemingly ignoring the calls for better
living conditions of her own citizens, specifically the
elderly. This argument did not occur in floor debate but
rather as an insertion into the Record of prepared state-
ments. Most statements of this type centered around the
time that the considerations for foreign aid were in the

forefront of Congress, April through July and December
1947.1
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The House was more adamant in using Social Security
in its attacks on foreign aid. The only Senator to attack
foreign aid using Social Security as the basis was William
Langer, second-term Republican Senator from North Dakota.
He claimed that:

the aged people are still in want, and misery,

and despair--in many cases& comparable to the

plight of displaced persons in Europe who in

concentration camps are being fed better, and

clothed better, and housed better at our expensg?2

than these pioneer citizens in our own country.

This relative imbalance of attacks between the House
and the Senate could be explained in two ways. First, the
control of Senator Vandenberg over foreign policy in the
Senate would lessen these roundabout attacks. Since the
Republicans were in such a small majority they had more of
a tendency to stick together.13 Second, Social Security
was introduced in 1935 as a tax. Although it was argued

14

that it was wrongfully represented as such, its status

as a tax limited initial action on the program to the

House of Representatives where all tax bills must initiate.
Until specific legislation was offered by the House, the
Senate was confined to merely commenting on inadequacies.
Since very little ever reached the Senate in way of House
approved legislation, Senators were limited in their
criticisms.

The House, on the other hand, saw no reason to

restrict itself, and let loose with a vengeful attack on
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foreign aid, using Social Security as the battering ram.

15 The first

Most attacks came from Republican Congressmen.
attack began in January, Representative Gerald W. Landis,
fifth-term Republican from Indiana's Seventh District
accused the Administration of "loaning" money (loans which
would never be repaid) to foreign governments to raise
their standard of living while they failed to propose
adequate programs for the elderly.16 Ironically, in the
second session of the Eightieth Congress, its leaders would
accuse the Administration of proposing too much and there-
fore hampering Congressional initiative in constructing
Social Security legislation.

As other issues crowded into the forefront, Repre-
sentatives abandoned this line of attack until the Greek-
Turkish Aid Bill was nearing a vote. Five days before the
Senate approved the bill, and three weeks prior to the
House approval, the attacks began again and followed in
close succession and increasing ferocity. California
Republican Gordon L. McDonough was not as vehement as
later attackers, due perhaps to his relative newness to
Congress; he was beginning only his second term in office.
In fact, he praised American generosity but gently repri-
manded the government for failing "to provide adequate

17

measures of security for our senior citizens." Charles

R. Clason, a Massachusetts Republican, followed McDonough's

lead on April 30.'8
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These relatively mild attacks ceased the day after the
House passed the Greek-Turkish Aid Bill. Republican Homer
Angell of Oregon, beginning his fifth term and an outspoken
advocate of the Townsend National Recovery Plan, led the
attack.

We are now considering opening the Public Treasury
to send $400,000,000 overseas . . . for the relief
of the peoples of foreign lands, some of whom did
not join with us in the recent war . . . . Would
it not be good judgement while considering this
huge expenditure of the Congress to grant some 19
relief to the old folks here in America as well?

Michigan Republican John Bennett, not to be outdone,
stated:

Within the last week Congress voted an additional
$400,000,000 to bail out bankrupt and decadent
governments of foreign countries . . . . I do

not favor this kind of policy which is made without
regard to our own financial security. Nevertheless,
if we can afford to spend millions on people and
governments of foreign lands, we can certainly
afford 8 be a little more liberal with our own
people.

On the very same day, one of the four Democrats to
advocate extended Social Security while attacking foreign
aid spoke up. Massachusetts Democrat Thomas J. Lane argued:

In addition to the billions we have spent abroad

for relief, we have hurried through legislation

to provide other billions in loans more properly
called gifts to foreign governments. But when our own
dispossessed citizens ask for the relief they are

met with a stony silence . . . . We are withholding
assistance from the people who helped to build

our Nation and giving it to strangerg who may,

at some future time, be our enemies.

Clason spoke up again: "As we vote help for victims of
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the war all over the world, let us give due condiseration
to our aged people at home. They also need our help."22
At the end of June the Townsend National Recovery
Plan Association held its annual convention in Washington.
The Townsend Plan Association had been following the same
basic theory since 1933 when it was founded by Dr. Francis
Townsend. Under the Townsend Plan both OASI and OAA would
be abolished. Instead the Government would pay to every
citized over 60 a flat pension, as long as that person was
not working, was a citizen and had never been incarcerated
for committing a crime. The pensioner would then be-
required to spend the entire amount within the month,
thereby pumping money back into the economy. The problems
with the plan--the requirement that the entire amount was
spent each month, and how the money would be raised--were
glaring and had been pointed out many times by economists
and administrators. But ridicule had not prevented the
growth of this extremely popular Association. In the
1930s the Townsendites wielded enormous political power
in certain areas. In fact, at one point they were able to
demand a recall election and were successful in replacing
a Congressman who did not vote for the Townsend Plan as
promised. In the 1940s, even with the large membership
they boasted, the Townsendites had lost much of their

political sway. ©Still they were a force with which to
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reckon especially by Congressmen with an unusually large
number of elderly constituents in their districts.
Therefore, once the Townsend conventioners began to-
invade Washington, D.C. the rhetoric, provided by Oregon
Republican Homer Angell, began to flow. Angell continued
his accusations that the U.S. was ignoring its own citizens
to help foreign countries who did not even help in the war
and that "our old folks must move to foreign countries to
share in old age benefits from Uncle Sam!s- treasury."23
Democrat John E. Rankin of Mississippi also decided
to cash in on the Townsend votes, by criticizing those who
"voted to send money abroad to give to people who will not
work, never have worked, and never will work," while
ignoring the aged. He was followed by Minnesota Republican
Harold C. Hagen on the same issue and Ohio Republican J.
Harry McGregor. McGregor went the farthest of all in his
attacks. He did not accuse the foreign aid recipients of
being lazy, or of not being allied with the U.S. in the
war. Instead he claimed that aid was going to certain
persons, "some of whom not many months ago were killing
our American boys and girls."24
There existed only a single attack in July by
Republican Merlin Hull of Wisconsin. Then in December,
when Truman called Congress back into special session to

work on inflation and foreign aid, the Marshall Plan

re-emerged into the spotlight and the attacks began again.
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Only California Democrat Helen Gahagan Douglas would
admit that foreign aid and payments to the elderly were
not mutually exclusive.25
Closely linked to the above line of attack was the
second major argument used when fighting for Social
Security. If want and despair abroad opened those nations
to Communist take over, then how could the United States
itself be immune from this type of political upheaval?
To fight Communism and ensure national security at home
the government must make sure that all citizens share in
the benefits and wealth of the democratic society. At
times i1t appeared that the Congressmen were afraid Com-
munist cells would spring up in the senior citizens groups
and that a revolution of golden agers would have the nation
burning. But rather than dwelling upon the threat of the
aged, Congressmen argued more in fear of, and for the
rights of, those still in the work force.
Most arguments for changes in the Social Security
program, as mentioned in the Introduction, dealt with
those free-loaders currently in the work force. These
were supposedly young, healthy adults who should have
enough sense to save for their retirement rather than
squander it on luxuries and expect the government to keep
them in style when they were older. Therefore, proposed.
cutbacks were meant to be a reprimand to those still in

the working years of their life. But in this second



55

argument, that of fighting Communism at home through
ensuring a strong national economy, promises of better
treatment upon retirement were meant to placate any
feelings of resentment this group might have had. If they
saw retired persons being treated fairly, they could rest
assured that they too would be cared for and therefore
would have no reason to look for an alternate form of
government.

Like the first argument, most of the examples came
from the House rather than the Senate, and were related to
current events. The argument for Social Security centering
around foreign aid proposals intensified about the time
of the Greek-Turkish Aid Bill and the Marshall Plan. The
argument for increased Social Security to fight Communism
at home and ensure national security intensified during
the time of consideration of the federal loyalty program.

Begun as a campaign strategy in 1946 the government
loyalty program gained strength and notoriety. On March
21, 1947 just two weeks after requesting the Greek-Turkish
Aid Bill from Congress, President Truman signed an
executive order bringing the overzealous loyalty program
into existence. This loyalty program, suggesting that
there might be Communist sympathizers within the government,
helped turn the debates on the need for better Social
Security from an emphasis on foreign aid to an emphasis on

Communism and national security.
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There were no direct comments by the Senate arguing
for the need for adequate Social Security to deter
Communism. Only Senator Alexander Wiley, a Wisconsin
Republican, mentioned the need for security in an "insecure
world."26

In the House both Democrats and Republicans tried to
tie the need for Social Security to national security,
although Democrats were more likely than Republicans to
use this method of attack. This specific method was used
five times by the Democrats and three times by the
Republicans. Only one Democrat named Communism as the
enemy to be fought, the other Democrats tried to link
inadequate Social Security to another economic upheaval
with governmental changes the possible outcome. The
Republicans, on the other hand, did try to link a shoddy
Social Security system to Communist take over. They could
hardly use the economic upheaval argument as it might
conjure up the ghost of the Depression and refreshen in
the public's mind their link to it.2’

Democrats made statements such as: "Social Security

n<8

for all will strengthen our national security. In

reference to extending the programs, Oklahoma Democrat
Toby Morris said:
Talk about building a bulwark against Communism
. . .there is no better way in the world to

éo it. . . .Because the psychology of it is such
that it will make the young folk, as well as the
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old folk, love the o0ld red, white, and blue
more, and love our way of life all the morg9
It will give a feeling of security to all.

Adressing a Townsend audience Representative George P.
Miller, a California Democrat, warned:

For the first time in history, the old folks
(senior citizens) are organized, militant and
demanding . . . . All of us who believe in the
free-enterprise system know that it cannot stand
up under a cycle of boom and bust--of feast and
famine . . . . What we need above all, is an
adequate insurance in the form of a national old
age pension system, not for humanitarian reasons
alone, but because it is necessary to avoid
economic anarchy. 30

Finally, Florida Democrat George S. Smathers stated:

I think that the problem of assistance for old
people is not alone sentimental, but practical
and realistic. The problem is basically an
economic one which is virtually inextricably
bound up with our whole economic structure and
one which, if not met now, will in the fu%*re
plague and weigh down our entire economy.

Republicans pursued more closely the possibility of a
Communist take over. Representative Gordon L. McDonough
stated:

In a post-war period technological unemployment

is likely to continue; indeed it appears to be

accelerating. Increased security on the part

of the people in the lower income brackets will

make for national stability, less labor unrest,

less demand for extreme economic¢ _measures. This
will safeguard free enterprise.
Edwin Hall of New York stated more bluntly: "We can
successfully fight off Communism by making our American

system work. The most natural desire of everyone is to

have security in his declining years."33 Ohio Republican



58

Homer A. Ramey echoed this idea in calling for better
Social Security because

Now we know that insecurity breeds fear and

distrust. We know fear and distrust are among

the most important factors involved in social

unrest and wars between nations. If we are to

do our utmost to avoid war and revolution in

this time of change and uncertainty throughout

the world, we must look for causes and find

cures.l4

The final argument used to promote Social Security
permeated almost every speech or statement made upon any
issue even remotely connected with the elderly. This final
argument was the powerful argument of the right of the
aged to be provided with a decent standard of living by the
nation they helped to build. The elderly, whether
receiving federally subsidized 0ld Age Assistance or 01d
Age Insurance payments were to be reassured they were the
beneficiaries not because of charity, but because they
deserved this compensation. They deserved this aid, and
so much more, for what they had unselfishly given to the
country. These statements were not clustered around any
particular event, although they did appear around the
events mentioned previously which set off other attacks.
These calls for fair treatment were also more prevalent
among Republicans. This is ironic considering their later

actions which would weaken OASI. While Republicans called

for better treatment of the elderly they voted in ways
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which undermined the very program designed to help the
aged. These actions cast doubt upon their initial
laudatory statements concerning Social Security.35

The statements of the rights of the aged to be
provided for stressed the fact that shoddy treatment of
the elderly "is not American." "By our neglect and abuse
of the aged do we make (their life) a tragedy." "There
« « .« should be old age security as a matter of right . . .
pay benefits as a matter of right to every aged citizen."
"Congress has a sacred obligation to our old folks . . .
surely we can afford funds to provide economic security to
the fathers and mothers in America." Sacred as well as
secular justifications were included, as in: "Congress
has failed in its Christian duty by refusing to act. The
consideration and respect that a people give the aged
reflects their level of civilization." The vision of the
aged working in war production plants was also involved:

Millions of old people well beyond their ordinary

retirement age labored assiduously in the common

cause of our Nation. Now that peace has come

again, they ask that their own cause shall be

heard and that there shall be action thereon.”

The Senate produced only two statements. One was by
Republican William Langer calling on the elderly

« « « to join together politically to get justice,

to get equality, to get fair play, to get a part

even a small part of the vast wealth which they

helped create and which today is being kept from
them by the unscrupulous, selfish monopolists
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who no longer need them in their scheme of living
and who are perfectly willing to see them slowly
iﬁz;Y§7to death on the pittance handed out to
Senator James E. Murray, of Montana, linked this earned
right to strong economic conditions by stating: "True
social security because it consists of rights which are
earned rights, reinforces the human values of independence
and individual enterprise."38
With all the calls for expanded coverage, better
treatment, and a revised Social Security system, it is
somewhat surprising to find out exactly what resulted in
legislation from this first session of the Eightieth
Congress. There were 65 bills proposed dealing with some
aspect of the legislation proposed under the initial
Social Security Act.39 Almost two-thirds of the bills,
39 to be exact, dealt with either OASI alone or combined
action on OAA and 0OASI. Of these 39 bill, 27 were
concerned with OASI alone. The rest of the bills dealt
with Unemployment Insurance, Railroad Retirement Insurance,
or 01d Age Assistance. Most of these bills called for
some sort of liberalization of OASI. For example some
called for program extension of coverage, as there were
approximately 32 million workers not covered.z+O (HR 20,

HR 2046, HR 1992, HR 2448, HR 3460, HR 1892, HR 2022,
HR 3457, HR 4359, HR 4303, HR 4573, S 1679, S1768).
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Of the 13 bills calling for extension of coverage,
seven called for voluntary coverage and six for mandatory
coverage. In keeping with party ideology, five of the
seven bills calling for voluntary coverage, (that is,
coverage which could be extended depending upon the wishes
of the employee and employer) were backed by the .
Republicans. This was keeping with their 1946 campaign
promise to keep government from interferring with private
life. The two Democratic-backed bills came from Maryland
Representative Harold D. Donohue, and from William M.
Colmer of Mississippi. The six remaining bills called for
expansion of required coverage into such areas as the
self-employed, educational religious, and scientific
institutions and there would be no voluntary clause.

Once workers were voted coverage by Congress they would be
included. All six of these bills were Democratic-backed.
With the exception of HR 20, proposed by Lindley Beckworth,
from Texas's Third District, all other House bills in this
category were sponsored by Representatives from urban
areas, such as Herman P. Eberharter from the Thirty-second
District of Pennsylvania (encompassing Pittsburgh);

Walter A. Lynch from the Twenty-third District of New

York; Emanuel Celler from the Forty-fifth District of New
York (these last two coming from the New York City area);

and finally, John D. Dingell from the Fifteenth District
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of Michigan (the Detroit area). The final bill was
proposed in the Senate by James E. Murray of Montana,
Robert F. Wagner of New York and J. Howard McGrath of
Rhode Island.

A second major area of concern was the age at which
a person could collect benefits. Most felt the 65-year
age limit was too stringent and favored lowering it. Some
suggested an age as low as 55 (HR 3339, James H. Morrison
a Louisiana Democrat and HR 1568, James D. Scoblick a
Pennsylvania Republican). Scoblick thought that overseas
veterans should receive payments beginning at 55 and other
veterans should be eligible anywhere from 55 to 59.
Finally, Emanuel Celler advocated the age of 55 for women
(HR 3459). The most other popular ages suggested were 60
(HR 1568, HR 3458 for men only) and 62 (HR 3097, HR 3133).

Another area of concern was the amount of money a
person could earn and still receive the insurance payments.
With average monthly payments only $24.90, many senior
citizens needed to supplement their income with additional
work when they could find it.41  Since the government
limited outside earnings to $14.99 per month, many elderly
people were being forced into poverty, malnutrition, under
inadequate living and medical conditions. There were two
figures proposed, delineating the amount of income a person

could earn and still receive OASI: $25.00 (S 1403,
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Alexander Wiley a Wisconsin Republican) and $75.00
(HR 4532, Ellsworth B. Buck a New York Republican).

The final major area of concern centered around the
Townsend Plan. Dr. Francis Townsend had advocated the
same basic theory since 1933, although changing pension
amounts. Legislation introduced by his advocates in
Congress called for the abolishment of both OASI and OAA,
and replacing them with the Townsend National Recovery
Plan. The unworkability of a flat pension had been
discussed and discarded many times before. However, this
did not stop a veritable landslide of 16 bills advocating
exactly this. Six of the bills came from Republicans and
the remaining ten from Democrats. The limiting factor
was that most bills came from states with particularly
strong Townsend followings and/or a large percentage of
the elderly such as Oregon, Florida, California, Indiana,
Washington, and Oklahoma.

A1l in all, of the 27 bills concerning OASI alone,
12 were proposed by Democrats and 15 by Republicans. The
Democratic-backed bills dealt mostly with liberalizing
OASI, either having compulsory extension of coverage or
lowering the age for benefits to begin. In this way they
were following Roosevelt's plan of universal OASI coverage
and the eventual destruction of OAA.

The Republicans, on the other hand, called for

changes which would move control of the program out of the
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government's hands. Traditionally, Republicans believed
that the individual was responsible for his own economic
welfare. This personal responsibility included making
provisions for retirement or relying on family or state

and local governments for relief rather than the Federal
Government. The Republicans acknowledged that old age
insurance was an intelligent investment for the individual.
But many Republicans, beginning as early as 1935, felt

that the insurance business would be better left to

private enterprise.42

The two Republican-backed bills, the only ones to
pass Congress in 1947 dealing with OASI, reflected the
Republican point of view. The first bill froze the 01d
Age and Survivors' Insurance tax rate on employers and
employees. The second bill excluded newspaper and magazine
vendors employed by publishers from OASI coverage.

In more detail, the first amendment passed was really
not shocking or out of step with previous policy. The
original 1935 Social Security Act had set up a tax rate of
one percent on both employers and employees. This rate
was to be valid from 1935 to 1939. Beginning in 1940
there were to be set rate increases at certain intervals.
Specifically this would have amounted to two and one-half
percent in 1940 and three percent in 1949. In August 1939
Congress amended the Act to keep the tax rate at one

percent through 1942, when graduated rate increases would
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begin again. However, 1942 being an election year,
Congress once again managed to hold the rate at one
percent in a pre-Election Day decision October 21, 1942.
This pattern of postponing contribution rate hikes was
followed again in 1943, 1944, 1945, and 1946.

When the question arose in 1947 a precedent had
already been set by previous Congresses postponing
contribution rate hikes. The Republicans had also
promised in the 1946 campaign to cut taxes. To allow an
increase in 0ASI taxes to go into effect would have made
the Republicans seem weak and their campaign promises mere
lies. The $8.7 billion surplus in the fund soothed any
qualms members of Congress might have had.43 The Adminis-
tration and FSA argued that this surplus was needed to off-
set higher claim rates in the late 1950s. But the
Republicans countered that the Administration was already
using the huge surplus and replacing the actual money with
promissory notes to the fund. So when the notes came due
the government would have to meet them by increasing the
income tax on citizens.

On this basis Republicans began their argument for the
pay-as-you-go plan supported by Senator Taft and others.“P
The government would collect the taxes and divide up the
revenue each month between OASI recipients. In that way
there would be no surplus accruing and the government would

not be paying interest to itself. No debts would be
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accruing since the government could only pay out what they
had taken in annually. The next step would be to turn
over control to the private insurance industry.45

Still unable to make such a major change in the Act
the House amendment called for the one percent rate to be
in effect through 1949. The rate would increase to one and
one-half percent from 1950 to 1956 and two percent in 1957.
New York Republican Daniel Reed presented HR 3818, and by
couching the explanation in the above terms managed the
bill through the House with a voice vote and no debate,

June 18, 1947.

The Senate had different ideas about the rate
increases, although along the same lines. On July 24, the
Senate amended the bill to keep the one percent tax rate,
but in 1950 the rate would be allowed to rise to three
percent as originally planned in the 1935 Act. A compromise
was eventually agreed upon which kept the one percent rate
until 1949, raised it to one and one-half percent from
1950 to 1956 and finally to two percent in 1957.

The same day as the Senate approved the conference
report compromise, July 24; the House did the same. Both
used voice votes without discussion or debate. The only
dissenting vote came from Republican Representative Robert
F. Rich of Pennsylvania, who saw no reason for the rates to
be increased in 1957, if the current surplus was so large.

He questioned Daniel Reed in this method: "If the rates
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are all right today and will protect the fund for several
years how does the gentleman know they are not going to be
all right in 19572140

President Truman signed HR 3818 with no comment.
Considering the actions of previous Congresses he could
hardly accuse the Eightieth Congress of taking unprecedented
action. It was the second attempted Social Security amend-
ment in 1947 which really gave an indication of where
Social Security legislation would be headed in 1948--down
a path of destruction.

In July 1947, HR 3997 passed both the House and the
Senate with little comment.*’ Proposed by California
Republican Bertrand W. Gearhart, this legislation excluded
newspaper and magazine vendors, employed by publishers,
from OASI coverage. The argument, more fully discussed in
Chapter 3, centered around the idea of whether the vendors
were truly employees of the publishing companies or

48

independent businessmen. News vendors who sold more than
one publisher's products were already excluded. But those
working for one publisher only were considered employees
and covered. HR 3997 would change their status to inde-
pendent businessmen thereby making them ineligible for
coverage.

Truman vetoed the bill immediately. He sent back a

message which illustrated what the Administration (and very

soon the public) would fear the Republican Party was
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planning: the weakening and eventual destruction of OASI.
He stated in his veto message that the acceptance of this
exclusion ". . . proceeds in a direction which is exactly
opposed to the one our Nation should pursue." The bill
would "open our social security system to piece-meal attack
and to slow undermining."49

Congress accepted the veto at this time, but things
were fast changing in the Presidential-Congressional rela-
tionship. A campaign mentality would soon dominate both
sides and close communications. This, combined with some
of the Administration's actions in 1948, would bring open
hostility to the forefront on both sides.

In retrospect, there was little action taken in
terms of 1947 Social Security legislation. Although much
as proposed, little was done. As illustrated in the
beginning of this chapter, Social Security was often used
as a weapon to attack other issues rather than as the issue
itself. This was the case for Democrats as well as
Republicans, only in 1948 did Republican beliefs that
Social Security should undergo drastic, and in the opinion
of Truman and others, undesirable changes come out into

the open.
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THREE

ACTIONS SPEAK LOUDER THAN WORDS, 1948

As the election year of 1948 rolled around it became
obvious that Harry Truman had decided that he was going to
become President in his own right. The conciliatory,
compromising Truman of 1947 was gone. The insecure,
vacillating Truman of 1945 had faded from sight.1 In 1948
the Eightieth Congress found itself faced with a headstrong,
demanding Truman, a Truman that hoped to delineate his
stand as a liberal by bringing to light his obvious dif-
ference with the conservative Congress.2 So different was
the 1948 Truman from the 1947 Truman that Congress might
have believed a double was standing in for him.

Congress knew things had changed as soon as Truman

gave the 1948 State of the Union message. The Congressional

Digest described it this way:

Democratic Truman talking to a Republican-
controlled Congress, pulled out almost all the
New Deal stops sounding the Roosevelt social
aims, and added a few new twists of his own

« « « +Republican leaders on 'The Hill' sat still
for the address literally--in fact the President
was generally heard in frigid silence--but
figuratively they did not sit still for it at

all . . . . "The President out-Wallaced Wallace"
was an average G.0.P. comment "He might as well
have said, 'Henry come home'"

75
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The 1948 State of the Union message certainly was an
abrupt change from the 1947 message, in style as well as
content. Even Truman realized that Congress was in for
a shock.4 Truman called for:

1) The advancement of human rights of U.S. citizens.

2) The protection and development of human resources.

3) The conservation and wise use of natural resources.

4) The raising of the standard of living by revital-
izing the national economic system.

5) The achievement of world peace based on the
principles of democracy.

Specifically Truman wanted Congress to deal with such
problems as racial discrimination, health insurance,
Social Security, education, housing, expansion of the TVA,
soil conservation, crop insurance, a tax cut and a raise
in the minimum wage from 40 cents to 75 cents per hour,
more government involvement in labor-management relations,
expanded foreign aid programs and universal military
training.

The major problem Truman wanted tackled was
inflation. He had already called Congress back into a
special session in December 1947. Specifically he had
wanted Congress to deal with the problems of inflation,
along with foreign aid. This emphasis on inflation goes
back to the 1946 campaign when Truman's apparent inability
to deal with rising inflation helped swing the election for

the Republicans. In November 1947, he had presented a
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ten-part program to Congress, most of which was ignored.
Congress had been promising tax reduction in 1947 and
Truman, in his 1948 State of the Union message, attacked
Congress in such a way that the political implications
were obvious. To stem inflation Truman said that govern-
ment revenues must be kept at their current level. However,
there was no reason that the individual should bear the
burden of this. Instead, he argued, the additional $4.5
billion in profits which corporations had amassed from
1946 to 1947 ($12.5 billion in 1946 and $17 billion in
1947, after taxes) would indicate that they were well
placed enough to carry more of the tax burden Truman
suggested that Congress grant, effective January 1, 1948,
a tax credit of $40 to each taxpayer and $40 for each
dependent. He estimated that the resulting $3.2 billion
reduction in revenue would be made up by corporations,
particularly large corporations.6 This was not at all
what Congress wanted and they realized that Truman had
already begun his re-election campaign.

In the area of Social Security Truman echoed his
suggestions from 1947. The basic premise remained the
same, but the openness and terms in which they were couched
changed drastically. There was no doubt as to what Truman
wanted from Congress. "Our system has gaps and inconsis-
tencies; it is only half-finished. We should now extend

unemployment compensation, old age benefits, and survivors'
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benefits to millions who are not now protected. We should
also raise the level of benef‘i’cs."’7

As in 1947, Truman restated this message in his
Annual Budget message to Congress and his Annual Economic
Report to Congress. 01ld Age and Survivor' Insurance
must be extended to cover "all gainful workers, including
agricultural and domestic employees, farmers and other
self-employed persons."” To finance this expansion, the
present pay-roll tax would apply to the newly insured and
their employers.8 Truman fepeated the same message again
two days later. "Social Security . . . should be increased
and its coverage should be made more general."9 His use
of specifics highlighted the problem and cinched his major
line of attack on Congress.

There are now more than ten million people in

the United States, about eight percent of the

total population, who have reached the age of

« ¢« o« « Our systems of protection against the

economic hazards of old age and dependency are

inadequate. There are now some 17 million jobs

in which workers cannot build up wage credits

for old age retirement. The coverage of old

age and survivors' insurance should be extended,

and benefits should be adjusted upward with a

higher 1limit upon earnings which may be received

after retirement without loss of benefits.10

Truman's messages to Congress on Social Security for
both 1947 and 1948 seem quite similar except in their

tone, 1948 being more demanding than suggestive. Yet the

differences between the two years, and the developing

campaign strategy becomes obvious with closer examination.
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In 1947 Truman presented the need for increased OASI
benefits as most important, with extension of coverage
suggested but not demanded. 1In 1948, as demonstrated
above, the extension of coverage became the main issue.
Calls for more liberal benefits were still present to be
sure, but they were mentioned more as a side or second
thought to the extension message.

The changes in the messages between 1947 and 1948
may seem small and inconsequential but they really touched
a nerve in the' Republican Congress. As mentioned pre-
viously (see Chapter 2), the Republicans had very specific
ideas of what old age security should consist. Charity
should be the major cornerstone of the project--with family
and community charity ideally taking full responsibility
for the upkeep of the aged. If any insurance programs
were to be implemented to take the place of this charity,
they should be on private initiative and by private insur-
ance companies. According to the Republicans, the govern-
ment should play a very small part in the entire system if,
in fact, it should play any part at all. When President
Truman called for increased coverage, what he did was to
bring to the forefront the differences between the Republi-
cans and the New Deal legislation. Republicans were faced
with a choice: they could accept the idea that Social
Security in its present form was here to stay and therefore

should be expanded, or instead they could continue the
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piecemeal attacks on it that Truman had accused them of in
his 1947 veto message of the News Vendors Exclusion Act.

The remainder of this chapter will illustrate that
the Republican Congress chose the second option. After
promising to get the Federal Government out of people's
homes they could hardly vote to increase its interference.
Even if Congress had decided to compromise with Truman it
would have been next to impossible. Truman was determined
to place the Eightieth Congress as far to the right of
himself on all the issues he could, the earlier-mentioned
tax reduction and minimum-wage fights being the best
examples. Not only did he want the Republicans to appear
reactionary, he wanted them to appear reactionary and
wrong on all issues.

From January on, Truman increased the frequency and the
ferocity of his attacks. In 1947 Truman gave few messages
to Congress. But as Charles Murphy, assistant to Truman,
recalls part of Truman's strategy, "We did not have an
iron-clad rule, but our general operating rule that spring
was that we were to have a special message ready to go to
Congress every Monday morning."11 No matter what Congress
gave him, within a week Truman wanted more, and he wanted
it faster. This culminated in the President's July call
for a special session and his well-known charge of_the
"do nothing" Eightieth Congress. It is little wonder why

Truman had to ask Senator Vandenberg at all: "Wish you'd
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tell me why the Senate no longer loves me."12 His vehement
attacks on both houses of Congress would ensure that
neither would be even remotely fond of him by November 1948,

The cooling relationship between Truman and Congress
was evident from a January 6, 1948 Truman diary exerpt.

The day before the first day of the second session of the
Eightieth Congress, Truman wrote:

Congress meets--Too bad too.

They'll do nothing but wrangle, pull phoney

investigations, and generally upset the

affairs of the Nation.

The tone of Truman's diary entry clearly illustrates
his feelings about the Congress. But perhaps he did not
realize at that point exactly how far to the brink he would
be able to push Congress. In the area of Social Security
legislation Congress provided him with actions that would
demonstrate to the electorate the probable fate of the
program if it was left unprotected in the hands of a
Republican President and Congress.14

The second session of Congress began and progressed,
for a time, in much the same way as the first session.

When dealing with OASI Congress spent much of its time
talking, mostly along the lines of the first session.
Present were the three major arguments for changes in OASI,
centering around foreign aid, national security and the

right of the elderly to Social Security. Some things had

changed in the way the arguments were presented. The tone
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was more accusatory, the upcoming elections had made major
issues out of what had, the previous year, been minor
irritants.

The argument revolving around foreign aid was again
the major one, as it had been in 1947. 1In 1948, spanning
January through August, twenty-two separate attacks were
made on the lavishness of foreign aid versus the sparsity
of Social Security benefits. All attacks issued from the

15

House. Only four of the involved were Democrats. Their
party affiliation did soften the blow of their words a bit.
They avoided placing the blame on the Truman Administration,
which had proposed the programs, and instead pointed an
accusing finger at Congress for passing them.

The Republicans seemed determined to use this foreign
aid argument as an election year issue. Surprisingly they
did not finger Truman as the culprit, as one who would
deny benefits to the aged citizens while lavishing funds
on foreign nations, until Truman had launched one of his
more bitter attacks in Augus’c.‘]6 In fact, from February to
mid-June with one exception, most statements had a double
purpose.17 They first praised the concern of the U.S. and
the foresightedness of Congress for providing aid pro-
grams.18 But they then went on to ask why the U.S. should

have been so generous as to leave so little for its own

people. What they suggested was not a complete abandonment
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of foreign problems, but a limitation on the financial
aid used to solve the problems.

Once the heat of the election was turned on, and
Truman began barraging the nation with horror stories of
Congress's inactivity, while the Republicans prepared for
their National Convention, the mood of the attacks changed.
Just prior to their June 21-25 convention, Republicans
referred to Administration-proposed foreign aid programs
as "squandering billions abroad, including many millions
to kings and their corrupt courts and agencies," or as
"money . . . considered having been poured down a rat
hole."19

But it was not until after Truman's scathing accusa-
tions in late July and August that Congress really started
to swing wildly. The limited amount of time left to the
session before Congress recessed for election campaigning
was short. Therefore, the attacks were direct and
administered by Republicans high up in party leadership.
Representative William Lemke, North Dakota Republican and
a veteran of 13 years in the House, launched the attack
August 7, 1948. He made it clear who the Republicans felt
should be blamed for the inequality between foreign aid and
the lack of proper living conditions for the elderly.
"While the Truman Administration is making loans and gifts
to inefficient, and in some cases, grafting foreign

governments, it has woefully neglected the old people.
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They are among the forgotten people. While the Administra-
tion is feeding some able-bodied foreigners, too lazy to
work, it has permitted the aged to go hungry, and in some
cases i1ll-clad and ill-housed. It has been, and is,
'foreigners preferred, Americans. forgotten:' It is time
that our people realized that our old people created the
wealth that the President 1is so lavishly giving away to
other nations . . . . The truth is that we require more
proof of the inability of our aged to support themselves
than we do of foreigners." Although Lemke did mention
Congress in his tirade he placed only the blame of forget-
fulness on them and let Truman alone shoulder the entire
responsibility for the inadequacies of the economic
standards of the elderly vis-a-vis the foreign aid program.
Lemke followed the Republican line until later in his
remarks when he stated: "It (Congress) knows that the
case of the aged is a Federal responsibility." He eventu-
ally tried to soften the statement by once again bringing
in familial responsibility in the care of the aged.zo

The two arguments of fighting Communism and the earned
right of the aged to good living conditions were seldom
made in 1948, as compared to the first session. Rather
than playing upon the possible New Deal-Communist link the
Republicans in Congressional statements simply ignored it.
Only Walter Brehm, an Ohio Republican, warned the House

that Communism was closer than they imagined, "the threat
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to our Government by Communism operating within the borders
of our country is no idle dream." The remaining Congress-
men commenting on the issue in 1948, simply echoed the
sentiments of the first session.2

Had the Congress restricted itself to talk, as it did
in its first session, it might have been able to slip by
the electorate with only the notice of inactivity that
Truman would be able to draw to it. Unfortunately
Congress did act, passing two major Social Security bills,
both restricting the Act and both over Truman's veto.

The Republicans were still on record for supporting
an extension of coverage of OASI, although their actions
and the Administration's charges would prove differently.22
One of the more surprising ac¢tions, yét indicative of the
frigid relationship between Congress and the President,
was proposed early in 1948. HR 5052, proposed by California
Republican Bertrand W. Gearhart, was designed to decrease
Social Security coverage. Under this bill, newspaper and
periodical vendors were to be excluded from coverage.
HR 3997, which was passed quickly by the House and Senate
in July 1947 (see Chapter 2) was also sponsored by
Gearhart and, not surprisingly, HR 3997 and the 1948
HR 5052 were very similar. The 1947 version was vetoed by
the President. The 1948 version would suffer the same fate

but would be saved by Congress.
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The actions taken in regard to the bill were common-
place at first. It was reported out of the House Ways and
Means Committee February 3, 1948. Little was said about
the bill between this time and March 4, when the House

23 The bill went to the

passed the bill on voice vote.
Senate Finance Committee and was reported out with no
amendment on March 13. Things appeared smooth for the bill
despite vigorous opposition by the Federal Security Agency
and Truman's position that he would tolerate no reduction
of coverage in the Social Security Act.

One lone Senator questioned the bill and its validity.
On March 15 Florida Democrat Claude Pepper asked that the
bill be held on to until the Senate could review it more
thoroughly. (The bill was proposed under the five-minute
debate rule.) Pepper brought up what should have been
obvious from the start ". . . it is my information that the
bill is substantially the same as the bill which the
President vetoed last year."24 On March 23, Pepper with-
drew his opposition and the Senate passed the bill.

If any Congressman doubted what Senator Pepper had
questioned earlier, Harry Truman quickly reminded them in
his April 5 veto message. "This bill is identical with
HR 3997, which I declined to approve in August, 1947."
Truman went on to accuse the Congress of trying to
undermine " . . . the integrity of our social security

system." He also accused Congress of favoring employers
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who "desiring to avoid the payment of taxes which would
be the basis for social security benefits for their
employees could do so by the establishment of artificial
legal arrangements governing their relationships with

25

their employees." And why, if vendors would be covered
as independent contractors before this session of Congress
was out as Representative Gearhart had promised,26 could
they simply not remain covered until the switch took place?
Finally, Truman charged that his warning of opening -
"Social Security to piecemeal attack" in vetoing the 1947
bill had been well founded.27 This was exemplified by
Congress!' attempt to push through a similar bill in their
second session and more importantly by the upcoming fight
on House Joint Resolution 296, discussed later in this
chapter.

President Truman might have believed that his veto
would end discussion of the question as it had in 1947.
He may have also hoped that it would not and that Congress
would continue to haggle over the issue and eventually
override his veto. It was this second avenue which
Congress chose.

Pennsylvania Democrat Herman P. Eberharter expanded
upon the implications Truman had made in reference to the
Republican Congress. He charged that "the Republicans who

originally opposed the enactment of Social Security
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legislation have never really gotten over their hostility
and that they now plan systematically to undermine the
foundation of this all-important security legislation.™"
He also charged that the obvious benefactors of this entire
legislation would be the huge publishing companies, in
particular Hearst Publications, Inc.28
Gearhart countered the attack on April 14. He pre-
sented a contradictory, but obviously convincing argument.
Should the bill not pass there would result a confusing
state of affairs. First there would be the problem of
trying to collect taxes from these vendors. If they had
differing rates of profits, the paperwork involved in
determining how much each employer and employee paid would
be staggering. Besides it would effect perhaps only a
thousand persons (a number he changed to thousands and
thousands and back again at his whim) throughout the
country. And even the vendors involved wanted the bill
passed. For instance, the Newspaper and Periodical Vendors
and Distributors Union, Local 468 (AFL, San Francisco)
wired their support of HR 5052. (Eberharter would later
argue this union represented the Hearst Corporation and had
given their support in fear of retaliation.) Others
supporting HR 5052 were News Vendors Union Local 460 and
29

C.A. Newspaper Distributors, Chicago, Illinois. Gearhart

failed to mention also that one of the biggest lobbies for
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the bill was the American Newspaper Publishers Association,
who would gain the most from not having to pay employer
contributions to the Social Security fund.30
Eberharter countered once more with a description of
what the real problem was. Local Union 496 supposedly
supported the bill since they were independent contractors
and not employees of the Hearst Corporation. But Eberharter
described their working conditions so as to leave little
doubt as to their status. The union and Hearst Corporation
fixed terms and conditions of employment, fixed minimumn
wages, minimum commissions, fixed hours of employment, and
conditions under which they must work. The Hearst‘Corpora-
tion even had supervisors to go around and check that these
conditions were being met. If these vendors were in
reality independent businessmen why did they allow Hearst
Corporation to set their prices, days and hours of service
and places in which they were to work? Finally why, if
they were indeed independent contractors or businessmen,
did they feel they had to belong to a union in the AFL?>
This last condition was questionable. After all a union is
meant to be a go-between for employee to employer, a
businessman or independent contractor would have belonged
to a professional organization instead.
Eberharter argued in vain for on April 14 the House
overrode Truman's veto 308-28. This represented the

largest amount by which a veto had ever been overridden
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up to that time. The Senate also overrode the veto

April 20, 77-7. 1In the House two Republicans (Merlin Hull
of Wisconsin and Jacob Javits of New York) along with both
American Labor Party Representatives (Leo Isacson nad Vito
Marcantonio) and 24 Democrats voted against overriding the

33

veto. The seven nay votes in the Senate were all

Democratic.34

Congress handed Truman a stinging rebuff. The
Republicans had, as expected, voted with their party. But
the large percentage of Democrats also siding with the
Republicans should have indicated to Truman that he was
losing any control he might have had over the legislature.
If Truman had doubts of this, the next major piece of
Social Security legislation passed wiped away any possibil-
ity of Congressional-Executive cooperation. Each side was
out to prove something; it also appears that only one side
was truly aware of the consequences their actions might
have upon the electorate.

The second major piece of Social Security legislation
to be passed in 1948 hinged upon a court decision. But the
consequence of this action by Congress gave Truman exactly
the issue that he needed to boost his nomination and re-
election campaign.

Since the inception of the Social Security Act in
1935 one of the gray areas had always been the interpreta-

tion of the term "employee" versus "independent contrator"
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or "self employed," in determining who should be covered
under the Act. Finally, in 1947 the Supreme Court in two

decisions, United States v. Silk and Bartels et al v.

35

Birmingham et al, clarified the term. These decisions

alone would probably have caused little controversy.
However, the Treasury Department immediately announced that,
under the definition set by the Supreme Court, they would
begin collecting OASI and Unemployment taxes for approxi-
mately 500,000 to 750,000 workers who had previously been
considered independent contractors and ineligible for
coverage.36 The new tax would begin January 1, 1948.
Some persons coming under coverage would be door-to-door
salesmen, life insurance agents, and piece workers, to
name a few.37
Congress reacted immediately. Again, it was Repre-
sentative Gearhart who took the initiative. On January 15,
1948 he proposed a resolution to the House Ways and Means
Committee which would "maintain the status quo" of the
Social Security Program. The major issue involved, argued
Gearhart, was whether the judicial and administrative
branches could bring in additional persons under the Act
when Congress had never intended them to be covered? To
a Congress whose leading members remembered all too well
the overbearing, pushy methods of FDR, the accusations

struck home. The fight became not one of merely granting

or prohibiting extended coverage, but of maintaining the
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legislative prerogative of Congress. The result of a
weakened Federal Social Security program was an added plus
for the Republicans. A weakened Social Security program
would aid in the eventual destruction of the federally run
OASI and replacement with programs offered by private
insurance companies. By February 3, House Joint Resolution
296 was reported out of committee. Outside observers saw
little chance of the bill succeeding. One newsletter
stated: '"Passage is unlikely, Republicans are far from
united on question, and Administration Democrats think
Commissioner Schoeneman's pending regulation 'good

n38

pelitics’. But outside observers often underestimate
or misinterpret the events that effect Congress.

On February 27, two hours of debate took place in the
House on the proposed resolution. Gearhart began the
assault, once again insisting that the resolution was meant
to preserve the right of Congress and Congress alone to
make laws. The intent of Congress in 1935, he maintained,
had been to use the ancient common-law definition of "master"
and "servant" or Yemployer" and "employee', and that the
inclusion of the additional "625,000" would go against that
original decision. Instead, Gearhart suggested that
Congress return to that original definition, "one that

simply says in so many words that an employee is a person

who is engaged for hire, one who, in his employment submits
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himself to the control of his employer in respect to how
and why and when his service shall be performed."39
If this first argument failed to convince wavering
legislators of the correctness of the resolution, Gearhart
offered two more. First, if the Administration was allowed
to get away with this action they would be bringing in
625,000 free-loaders. These newly defined employees would
be receiving benefits for which they contributed nothing;
at a cost of $12 million to the government over the next
ten years. Second, and in almost complete contradiction
with the first argument, Gearhart along with Republican
Representative Carl T. Curtis and Richard M. Simpson
suggested that these free-loaders must also be protected.
He insisted that the IRS would collect back-contributory
taxes for the time these people considered themselves not
covered. This would produce a reign of terror for these
persons rather than any comfort at being covered.AO
(Representative Eberharter, the Democrat's chief spokesman
in the House on Social Security, later pointed out that
Par. 8, SE 379 of the proposed Treasury regulations pro-
hibited retroactive tax collection prior to January 1, 1948
when the new coverage began.41)
The other Republicans who spoke up that day echoed

Gearhart's sentiments. Forest A. Harness, Republican from

Indiana, reiterated the Congressional prerogative to
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legislate. He pointed out that

the question involved here is not whether the

scope of social security coverage should be

broadened--the question here is whether it

should be done by the Congress of the United

States, or by Administrative orders from ap-

pointed bureau heads . . . whether the Congress

will continue to make the laws for the United

States or whether we will lose Ehis function

by default to the bureaucrats.4
Indiana Republican Robert A. Grant also supported the
argument that these new people brought under coverage
without having made previous contributions would "drain the
fund."43 Considering the previous term's argument that the
fund surplus was too large anyway, the persons following
this line of logic had to be very careful in their choice
of words. They had to rely primarily on the use of the
funds as unfair, rather than as a dangerous depletion.
The remaining Republicans to speak up that day included
Daniel A. Reed of New York, who argued with Eberharter that
the Ways and Means Committee had considered the report
from the Federal Security Agency when examining the bill.44
Clare E. Hoffman, a Michigan Republican, argued with
Democrat Adolph J. Sabath, forty-year veteran from Illinois,
about Congress's concern for people. He took a pot-shot
at the Democratic Administration by asking if they had
neglected the Europeans with all the aid requested. To
which Sabath replied, "I regret very much that the

Democratic Party permitted itself to be used by the
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present Republican majority. I think it is unfortunate
because it is not in the best interest of our country and

the peOple.45

Finally, there was a very timid comment
from Connecticut Republican Ellsworth B. Foote, who issued
an indecisive statement in favor of H. J. Res. 296 but
also in favor of liberalizing Social Security coverage and
benefits.46
Not surprisingly, with the exception of first-term
Representative Foote, all other Republicans arguing on this
day had been members of Congress while FDR was President:
Daniel Reed for 28 years, Gearhart and Clare E. Hoffman
for 13 years, Richard M. Simpson 11 years; Carl T. Curtis,
Forest A. Harness and Robert A. Grant nine years. The
membership of Reed, Gearhart, Simpson, Curtis and Grant on
the Ways and Means Committee suggested their involvement
might be more than simple retaliation. Yet the resentment
of Congress against the tight hold FDR held over them is
not to be underestimated, especially among the Republicans.
It is quite logical to believe that the Republicans in this
case were not out to deliberately undermine Social Security
as a means to harm the elderly but were, in fact, trying
to retaliate for the years of restriction and constraint
they suffered under Roosevelt. As already explained,

Congress was quite aware of the power they had lost during

the New Deal years and they were extremely anxious to
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regain it. This resolution appeared to offer them this
opportunity as well as an opportunity for the Republicans
to shape Social Security to conform closer to their beliefs.

The Democrats made it quite clear that they were
opposed to H. J. Res. 296 since in their view its major
purpose was not to keep intact the power of Congress, but
instead to damage the Social Security program in an effort
to destroy the entire New Deal legacy. The only Democrat
to verbally support the resolution was Brooks Hays of
Arkansas. Although he supported the resolution, he
demanded that Congress take the prerogative and extend
coverage through legislation as soon as possible.'/+7

Eberharter, who was one of the most vocal Democrats
on all issues of Social Security, pointed to one of the
obvious misinterpretations of the resolution--its title.

I have had many Members come to me and say "this

bill states it is to keep the status quo." But

it does nothing of the sort. It changes the

status quo. When did you ever need legislation

to keep the status quo? "Status quo" means "as

is", Did you ever pass any measures to keep

things as is? You pass laws when you want to

change things.48
He also attempted, as did many other Democrats who followed,
to make the connection between the Republicans and big
business. "The purpose of the resolution before us today
is to do only one thing, and that is absolve a certain
group of employers from the payment of social security

taxes. That is the only purpose of this bill.m4?
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Eberharter also claimed, and was supported in his claim
by New York Democrat Walter A. Lynch, that the resolution

would bring back the confusion the Supreme Court decision

50

had cleared up on who was an employee.
I1linois Democrat Sabath put the accusation in
clearer terms.

Of course, I am not the least suprised at what
you are seeking to do again because all that

the people can expect from the Republican party
now in power is legislation against the best
interests of those that need aid and protection
from Congress . . . . You are set to do what the
National Association of Manufacturers and certain
great interests demand of ¥Qu. They seem to have
complete control over you.

Helen Gahagan Douglas, a California Democrat com-
pleting her second term in office and therefore a relatively
new member of Congress, was just as brutal in her attacks.

In view of the spotty initial record of the
Republican Party on social security . . . my
fear is that this is just the beginning. There
will be other holes in the dike against economic
distress from old age . . . you are either for
social security or against. This bill is the
first attack on the social security program by
those who never really believed in it. A vote
for this bill is a vote to begin the destruction
of the greatest social program in the history of
the country.

And if the Supreme Court was being criticized for misinter-
preting the will of Congress in 1935, Mrs. Douglas argued,
how can Gearhart in all good conscience say he is able to
do the same thing? No, instead Congress is "turning back

the clock--crippling where they do not dare repeal, or
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boring away like termites in an effort to undermine the
progress of the proceeding 14 years."52
The final three Democrats to speak that day repeated
the above sentiments. Pennsylvania Democrat Augustine B.
Kelley called for a broader not narrower program. Illinois
Democrat Melvin Price stated that employers were eager to
have an amorphous, confusing wording of the employee
definition so that they would be able to escape payment
for Social Security contributions. Aimé Forand, a Rhode
Island Democrat, attacked the shortsightedness of Congress
for trying to remove from coverage a half million or more
people who were just as much in need of it as those already
covered. Forand was disgusted, as was Eberharter, with the
inadequate working as well as the faulty language of the
bill and attacked it and its arguments. Forand pointed out
that Congress was claiming that the Supreme Court was not
aware of a 1939 amendment to the Act which had clarified
the definition of employee. However, four consecutive
pages of the Government brief indicated that they had
dealt specifically with the 1939 amendment. Forand also
pointed out, much to the embarrassment of Congress, that
the amendment upon which they were basing their argument
was not passed in 1939 and in fact had never passed.53
| Unlike the Republicans the Democrats who argued

against the resolution were somewhat more diverse in their

Congressional terms of service. In fact, only three
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Democrats who spoke up were members of the Ways and Means
Committee: Lynch, Forand and Eberharter. Unlike the
Republicans whose terms of service concentrated in the 13
to 9 years of service, the Democrats covered a somewhat
wider range. Sabath served 41 years, Eberharter 11, Forand
nine, Lynch eight, Kelley seven, Hays five, Douglas and
Price three. Unlike the Republicans, who were arguing

for the legislative powers of Congress, the Democrats
seemed less concerned with the Congressional power argument.
At least those who might have agreed with the Republicans'
argument were less likely to vocalize it. 1Instead the
Democrats appeared more concerned about the New Deal, the
survival of one of its programs, and the need to protect

it from Republican onslaughts.

Despite what the vocal Democrats believed, their
arguments fell on deaf ears, of the Republicans and of
members of their own party. The House passed the resolution
274 to 53. The Republicans voted 197 for, 4 against the
resolution. The Democrats voted 77 for, 48 against. One
American Labor Party member voted against it also.54

The resolution went on to the Senate Finance Committee
which reported it out May 6 with one amendment. The
Committee decided that persons already receiving benefits
should not be effected by the resolution, if passed.55
Eugene Millikin of Colorado, was the only Republican to

speak in defense of the resolution; all other Republicans



100

remained silent. Millikin reiterated the House Republican
arguments and even went beyond the usual Republican position
in calling for eventual coverage for all employees.56
However, the Republican platform for 1948, already shaping
up, did call for support for Social Security and its
eventual broadened coverage. So perhaps he was not as far
from the public Republican line as it first appears.57
The Democrats fought back rather weakly. Senator
James E. Murray was the most vocal. He relied upon the
details of who would be refused coverage, as well as letters
from the organizations calling for coverage to be retained.
He also pointed out, though not as vehemently as some in
the House, that H. J. Res. 296 was another move designed to
undermine the entire Social Security system.58
New Mexico Democrat Carl A. Hatch joined with Murray
to denounce the resolution. He argued that the experience
and knowledge of the Supreme Court would prevent them from
making such a terrible mistake as the Republicans had
accused them. He also attacked employers, giving examples
of testimony to the Finance Committee where employers had
written contracts which under the common-law an employee
would be defined as an independent contractor. Under the
Supreme Court Decision, on the other hand, the written
contract would be disregarded if it was in opposition to

59

the true situation of the worker.
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Things progressed pretty much as they had in the
House until Ernest W. McFarland, an Arizona Democrat,
spoke up. In one action he assured the success of H. J.
Res. 296, surprising and embarrassing the Republicans for
not having thought of the solution earlier. McFarland also
brought upon himself the chagrin and anger of some of his
own party members for proposing such an action. McFarland
proposed an amendment which would increase old age assis-
tance. Under the amendment Federal contributions would be
raised $5 for the aged and the blind and $3 for dependent
children.60 In this way the usual attacks of the Congress
were eliminated. The attacks were on those still working,
who would be excluded. The praise came in increased
benefits for the aged, who would receive larger pensions,
while others were barred from the OASI system.61 The
House, in conference, agreed to the amendment. Now those
voting for the resolution could escape criticism by stating
they were personally opposed to the resolution and removing
persons from coverage, but they did support increased aid.

A final statement came from Indiana Republican Homer
Capehart, who nervously asked the Congress to hurry and
adjorn on June 19 to save the taxpayers' money. But the
underlying theme behind his statements clearly was prepara-
tion for the eagerly awaited, upcoming Republican National
Convention. Maryland Democrat Millard E. Tydings prophet-

ically and bitterly suggested that the "Republican Party
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« « o call off its national convention and leave the
country in good Democrgtic hands."62 Had the Republicans
realized the far-reaching effect H. J. Res. 296 would have
on their campaign they might have called for adjournment
before the resolution had even come up.

June 4 the resolution passed the Senate 74 to 6,
though not without some last minute comments.63 Millikin,
in an attempt to once again justify excluding persons from
coverage even though the fund was large enough to cover
them, said: "that surplus is not a grab-bag which is
available for irresponsible deposition, the surplus has
been built up by 30,000,000 wage earners, who have created
it in order to assure the protection of benefits which they
will ultimately receive. . ." in later years as the load
becomes heavier on the fund. Considering the line of
attack the Republicans had used to discredit the surplus in
the previous session this statement was out of line with
the reasoning. In fact, one is led to believe that the
Republicans did not oppose the surplus fund as simply un-
necessary. Instead the Republicans feared the excess as a
means by which more people could be added to the program,
thereby increasing its scope and power, making it more
difficult for the Republicans to eliminate. Alexander
Smith of New Jersey was the only other Senate Republican

to speak up that day on the issue. He gave the same type

of response as had Foote in previous debate. He simply
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stated that the resolution was necessary but that the
program should be expanded.64

The Democrats also limited their discussion. The
Democratic argument was confined to comments by Claude
Pepper, who stated that the proposed amendment for a $5
increase in aid payments was woefully inadequate and that

65  But

members should feel no remorse voting against it.
it was Alben Barkley of Kentucky, who really placed the
Republicans on the spot. He confronted them with the
simple question of what qualified them to second guess the
Supreme Court. He was joined by Senator Pepper in the
assault. Speaking to Pepper, but jabbing at the Republi-
cans, Barkley asked: "Does not the Senator regret the
seeming tendency on the part of Congress, every time the
Supreme Court renders a decision which some member of
Congress does not think it ought to have rendered, to
propose to reverse that decision by an Act of Congress?"
Pepper quickly responded: "I heartily share that sentiment.
In case after case Congress has considered itself the final
court of appeal to review decisions of the highest court
in the land interpreting acts of Congress. . ."66

The Republicans were caught in a embarrassing predic-
ament. When Roosevelt had attempted the Court packing
fiasco in 1937, the Republicans and some Democrats had

spoken long and hard about the injustice of the attempt.

The Supreme Court should be above reproach on such issues,
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they charged; simply because a politician did not agree
with the decision he did not have the right to change the
Court or the decision. Now the Republicans were proposing
much the same thing.

The Republicans remained embarrassedly silent about
the whole issue. Finally, a quick-thinking Daniel Reed,
in the House, countered the attacks and once again pointed
the finger not at the Supreme Court but at the bureaucracy:

Actually they (Treasury Department) do not rely

upon the decisions of the Court at all, but

upon purely incidental, prefatory language in

the Court's opinion which confer no authority

whatever upon the Treasury Department or the

Federal Security Agency to decide for. itself

the matter of coverage under the Social Security

Act. Rather than giving the Government a broader

license than it now has, these decisions actually

held in effect that the Government had overextended
the power it already had under the existing Treasury
regulation . . . . Rather than implementing the

Supreme Court decision the proposed Treasury

regulation attgmpts to surmount, supersede, and

negative them. 7
Congress breathed a collective sigh of relief and hoped
that the issue would be gone. In any case, the Senate
passed the resolution June 4, 74 to 6.68 Congress must
have suspected how Truman would react, but once again the
Republicans banking on their mandate from the electorate
and Truman's own low standing, gave his displeasure little
thought.

It is next to impossible to gauge exactly how Truman

reacted when handed H. J. Res. 296 for his signature. He

certainly had given Congress every indication that
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coverage should be extended, both in his beginning of the
year statements and in a May 24 statement dealing specif-

69 But he

ically with Social Security and its extension.
might have shown some pleasure in being handed such a
neatly packaged campaign issue, and so close to convention
time.

In any case, on June 14 Truman attacked H. J. Res. 296
and Congress with the relish of a crusading messiah. He
presented all the arguments the Democrats had used while
debating against the bill and he did it without the con-
strained civility Congress usually showed in debate. He
questioned Congress's ability to second guess the Supreme
Court. He questioned why the convenience of employers
should be placed over that of workers and their families.
He even questioned the increased aid amendment. Truman
admitted that he had considered signing the resolution into
law only because of the increased aid section. But he did
not because

Speedy action on public assistance legislation

is clearly possible. I note that section 3 (the

assistance section) of this resolution was adopted

as an amendment on the floor of the Senate, and

passed by both houses in a single afternoon.

Accordingly, I am placing this matter before the

Congress in adequate time so that the public

assistance program will not sufggr because of my

disapproval of this resolution.

Congress responded quickly. The Democrats who spoke

up to sustain the veto echoed Truman's arguments. Democrats

Lynch and Cooper continued the argument of the resulting



106

confusion if the veto was overridden. Dingell accused the
Republicans of being so desperate to please the National
Association of Manufacturers that they included the same
restrictions in HR 6777 (a bill which would extend some
voluntary coverage but excluded the same persons as H. J.
Res. 296) which had recently passed through the House.
Finally, Eberharter, in a last attempt to sustain the veto,
explained that the members could uphold the veto and still
get the aid increase by voting for HR 6838.71

But the Republicans needed only the scathing attack
of Gearhart to discredit the President. Gearhart stated
that Truman had used the very same arguments the year
before and they had been rejected by Congress as simple
hysterics.

In each instance those arguments were rejected

as fear arguments, arguments unworthy of the

attention of a legislative body. 1In view of the

Chief Executive's poverty of argument, his utter

inability to advance anything worthy of our atten-

tign, ? ask that the rgsolution bg passed.the72
objections of the President not withstanding.

The House responded to the Republican plea and voted
to override the veto, 298 to 75.73 Of the 75 Representa-
tives voting no, 69 were Democrats, four were Republicans
(Fulton, Javits, Keating and Welch), both American Labor
Party members also voted no. With the exception of Javits,
the same Republicans who had voted against the original

74

resolution also voted for sustaining the veto.
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The Senate followed the House's lead. McFarland
warned that if the veto was allowed to stand the aid bill
would be lost, while Senators Millikin and Pepper once
again resumed the argument of the Supreme Court's right to

75

clarify issues and terms such as "employee". Pepper's
arguments accomplished little as the Senate voted to over-
ride the veto 65 to 12. Two Republicans, Langer and
Morse, voted with the 10 Democrats to sustain the Presi-
dent.76
With the resolution passed, vetoed, and overridden the
Congress had given Truman precisely the type of campaign
issue he was after. The representation of Congress as an
uncaring group of Republicans interested only in the welfare
of big business became Truman's major campaign theme. He
brought it up in his acceptance speech at the Democratic
National Convention and his call for a special session;
he brought it up whenever possible in his campaign speeches.
In fact, Truman so conditioned the electorate that his
mention of the "do nothing" or "good-for-nothing" Eightieth
Congress brought back images of persons removed from
Social Security coverage as well as a host of other attacks
against the New Deal liberalism. If many were not
concerned with expansion and continuation of the New Deal
they were certainly concerned with holding their own

ground. An indication that Congress might be taking away

some of their gains aroused hostile feelings toward the
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legislature at election time. In fact, commentators often
noted that Truman was not so much running against the
Republican candidate Dewey, as against the record of the
Republican Eightieth Congress.77
The campaign strategy worked. 1In the November election
Truman won the Presidency and in Congress the Republicans
were once again pushed from power. In the House, Democrats
won 75 seats giving them a 263-171 advantage. (The
American Labor Party held on to one seat.) The Senate
showed a Democratic gain of nine seats, giving the Democrats
54, members and the Republicans 42. Even the states once
again shifted governorships in favor of the Democrats,
30-18.78
From the results it appears that even though the
Republicans attempted to shift some of the blame for the
record of the Eightieth Congress onto Congressional
Democrats, this line of attack did little to influence the
electorate.79 Under Truman's insistence, the electorate

could hardly disassociate the "do nothing" Congress from

the Republican Party.



109

1Alben W. Barkley, That Reminds Me (Garden City.
New York: Doubleday, 1954), p. 197. When Truman first
took up the Presidency after FDR's death, he was so self-
deprecating that Barkley had to take him aside and tell
him to stop the humility act or people would lose confi-
dence in him.

2Hamby, Beyond the New Deal, p. 183.

3Congressional Digest 27, #2 (1948): 33.

ATruman's diary entry for 6 January 1948 quoted in
Robert H. Ferrell, ed., Off the Record, p. 122. Truman
wrote "I'm to address them (Congress) soon. They won't
like the address either."

5Presidential Papers, "Annual Message to Congress on
the State of the Union," 7 January 1948, pp. 1-10.

6Ibid., pp. 9-10. Truman had vetoed Republican tax
cut bills twice in 1947. This request for a tax cut by
the President was a blatant pelitical move to gain a
political advantage for the Democrats. Donovan, Conflict
and Crisis, p. 352. OSusan M. Hartmann, Truman and the 80th
Congress, p. 149 gives another example of Truman's one-
up-manship. Truman asked for a minimum wage of 65 cents,
the Republicans complied. Truman upped his request to
75 cents to appear different from the Republicans.

7Presidential Papers, "Annual Message to Congress on
the State of the Union," p. 3.

8Presidential Papers; "Annual Budget Message to
Congress, Fiscal Year 1949," Dated 6 January 1948,
Released 12 January 1948; pp. 34, 37.

9Presidential Papers, "President's Economic Report to
the Congress," 14 January 1948, p. 68.

101444., p. 87.

11Heller, Truman White House, pp. 89-90.




12Hand written note from President Harry S. Truman to
Arthur H. Vandenberg, 8 February 1948, Correspondence
February 1948, Arthur H. Vandenberg Collection, Michigan
Historieal Collections, Bentley Historical Library,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.

13Truman's diary entry for 6 January 1948 as quoted in
Ferrell, Off the Record, p. 122.

14The actions of the Eighty-third Republican Congress
under Republican President Dwight D. Eisenhower does not
bear out this conelusion. This may be credited to the
reluctant Republican acceptance of the program. This
acceptance was reinforced by the public's reaction in 1948
to the possible destruction of Social Security as described
by Truman. The acceptance was also due, in part, to the
uniquely Democratic view Eisenhower took of the progranm.
In fact, some of the more liberal changes in OASI were made
under the Republicans in the Eighty-third Congress at the
insistence of Eisenhower. Also of importance was the
absence of some of the more conservative and powerful
Congressional Republicans, who had served in the Eightieth
Congress.

15Representative George G. Sadowski, 27 January 1948,
CR 94t 601. Representative Emory H. Price, 28 May 1948,
CR 94: 6737. Representative John A. Blatnik, 7 June 1948,
CR 94: A3602. Representative Chet Holifield, 19 June

7948, CR 94: AL347.

16Presidential Papers, "Statement of the President on

the Record of the Special Session of Congress," 12 August
1948, pp. 431-32. This statement gave a summary of the
action taken by Congress on the President's recommendations
to the Special Session of Congress.

7Representative James E. Van Zandt, 1 March 1948, CR
94: A1250. Van Zandt referred to the aid as "international
handouts without any hope of a dollar ever being repaid.”
Van Zandt did make a milder statement in June, see following
note.

8Representative Homer D. Angell, 2 February 1948, CR
94: 912-14. Representative Leon H. Gavin, 23 February
1948, CR 94: 1551. Representative Gerald W. Landis, 24
February 1948, CR 94: 1656. Representative John C. Butler,
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22 March 1948, CR 94: 1804. Representative Kenneth B.
Keating, 6 April 1948, CR 94: A2167. Representative Millet
Hand, 13 May 1948 CR 9%4: A3010. Representative Dewey
Short, 14 May 1948, CR 94: 5831-32. Representative John

B. Bennett, 26 May 1948, CR 94: A3340. Representative
Homer D. Angell 7 June 1948, CR 94: A3604-05. Representa-
tive James E. Van Zandt, 8 June 1948, CR 94: A3636.
Petition by Members of Congress to Committee on Ways and
Means, 15 June 1948, CR 94: A39-0. Representative

William H. Stevenson, 29 July 1948, CR 94: 9543. Repre-
sentative John C. Butler, 6 August 1948, CR 94: AL948.

19Representative Merlin Hull, 16 June 1948, CR 94:
AL257. Representative Fred E. Busbey, 19 June 1948, CR
942 9175.

20Representative William Lemke, 7 August 1948, CR 94:
A5242-43.

21
41910

Using the argument of discouraging Communism in the
U.S., promoting national security, and a strong economy
were the following: Senator Carl A. Hatch inserting a
speech by Rev. Edmund A. Walsh, 3 June 1948, CR 94: 7027.
Representative Homer D. Angell, 7 June 1948, CR 94: A3604.
Representative George P. Miller, 19 June 1948, CR 94:

A4310. Hatch and Miller were the only Democrats using this
argument.

Marjorie Shearon, one of the more reactionary Republi-
cans to advise Taft, tried to make a direct connection
between Social Security and state socialism. Taft, to his
credit, did not use the charges. Specifically Shearon ac-
cused Arthur Altmeyer, Commissioner of the Social Security
Administration, of following plans of the International
Labor Organization. The plans, which he received at a
Social Security Administration meeting attended by 22 other
countries in May 1948, would expand Social Security until
state socialism resulted. Marjorie Shearon to Robert A.
Taft, 15 June 1948, Legislative File, Soical Security
Miscellaneous, 1948-49. Robert Taft Collection, Library
of Congress, Manuscript Division, Washington, D.C.

Using the argument of an earned right were: Repre-
sentative Homer D. Angell, 7 June 1948, CR 94: A3604.
Representative Chet Holifield, 19 June 1948,. CR 94: A4342.
Representative William Lemke, 7 August 1948, CR 94: A5247.
Representative Homer D. Angell, 2 February 1948, CR 94:
914. Representative William H. Stevenson, 29 July 1948,

Representative Walter E. Brehm, 7 April 1948, CR 94:
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CR 94: 9544. Representative John B. Bennett, 26 May 1948,
CR 94: A3340. With the exception of Holifield, all others
using this argument were Republicans.

22"Congressional Quarterly's Box Score: Recommenda-
tions vs. Congressional Action," Congressional Quarterly
Almanac 4 (1948): 50.

23There was only one comment on the bill and it came
from Representative Lyndon B. Johnson, 16 February 1948,
CR 94: A851. Bertrand W. Gearhart spoke of the bill the
day it was passed by the House. Referring also to H. J.
Res. 296, which will be discussed later in this chapter,
Gearhart painted a picture of the vendors forced against
their will to participate in the Social Security program,
under false pretenses. Representatvie Bertrand W. Gearhart,
4 March 1948, CR 94: 2143.

24Senator Claude Pepper, 15 March 1948, CR 94: 2809.
Pepper later withdrew his opposition, Senator Claude Pepper,
23 March 1948, CR 94: 3267.

25Presidential Papers, "Veto of Bill to Exclude Vendors
of Newspapers and Magazines From Social Security Coverage,"
5 April 1948, p. 205.

26Representative Bertrand W. Gearhart, 4 March 1948,
CR 94: 2143.

?Tpresidential Papers, "Veto Message," p. 206.

28Representative Herman P. Eberharter, 12 April 1948,

CR 94: 4360, 4359. Truman's great dislike of the large
publishing companies might have played a part in this.
Beginning with the attempts to discredit Truman in his
early Senate races, to the Vice Presidential nomination,
Truman had built up a great distaste for the media. At
times it seemed as though he used the term "Newspaper
publisher™ more as an expletive than a description of a
profession. See also Hamby, Beyond the New Deal, p. 49
and Truman, Years of Trial and Hope, 2: 175-76.

29Representative Bertrand W. Gearhart, 14 April 1948,
CR 94: 4428-29.
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30
145.

"Lobbies," Congressional Quarterly Almanac 4 (1948):

31Representative Herman P. Eberharter, 14 April 1948,
CR 94: 4430,

32Congressional Quarterly Almanac 4 (1948): 145.

33House Vote on Overriding the Veto, 20 April 1948,
CR 94: 4432-33.

34Senate Vote on Overriding the Veto, 20 April 1948,
CR 94: 4594,

35United States v. Silk, 331 U.S. 704-72, 321 Sup.
Ct. 91 L. E4d. 1757g1772 (19é7). Bartels et al v. Birmingham
_et al, 332 U.S. 126-133, 126 Sup. Ct. 91 L. Ed. 1947-1955
(1947).

3600ngress and the Nation, p. 1241. See also Social
Security Bulletin 11 #7 (1948): 3, 5.

37Senator James E. Murray, 3 June 1948, CR 94: 7034,
gives a more detailed list, including:
30,000 salesmen
200,000 journey men, subcontractors and contract
filling station operators
40,000 industrial home workers
70,000 house to house salesmen
10,000 mine leasees
36,000 entertainers
17,000 contract loggers

38"What's Happening in Washington?" 2 February 1948,
Sec. 2, as found in the Legislative File--Social Security
Miscellaneous, 1944-1947. Robert Taft Collection. Library
of Congress, Manuscript Division, Washington, D.C.

39Representative Bertrand W. Gearhart, 27 February
1948, CR 94: 1893-95.

401p14., p. 1894.

41Re resentative Herman P. Eberharter, 27 February
1948, CR 94: 1894.
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42Representative Forest A. Harness, 27 February 1948,
CR 94: 1888.

43Representative Robert A. Grant, 27 February 1948,
CR 94: 1905-06.

AARepresentative Herman P. Eberharter and Daniel A.
Reed, 27 February 1948, CR 94: 8198, 8190. Eberharter
claimed that the report was never before the Committee and
therefore the bill was considered without all the pertinent
information present. Eberharter claimed that the clerk
was asked if the reports from the FSA and Treasury Depart-
ment were at hand. He replied that they were not, he had
received them and left them in his office. Without going
for the reports, both of which recommended voting against
the resolution, a vote was taken to report the resolution
out of committee.

45Representative Clare E. Hoffman and Adolph J.
Sabath, 27 February 1948, CR 94: 1889.

46Representative Ellsworth B. Foote, 27 February 1948,
CR 94: 1899.

47
1908.

Representative Brooks Hays, 27 February 1948, CR 94:

8Representative Herman P. Eberharter, 27 February
1948, CR 94: 1891,

49Representative Herman P. Eberharter, 27 February
1948, CR 94: 1890.

5ORepresentative Walter A. Lynch, 27 February 1948,
CR 94: 1890-91, 1893. Lynch accused Gearhart of overkill
because H. J. Res. 296 would also cut coverage of Newspaper
and Magazine Vendors. Lynch suggested that instead of
taking such a broad attack that Gearhart restrict his
ambition to have the vendors cut from coverage to HR 5052
which did this specifically. (See previous argument in
this chapter covering HR 5052.)

51Representative Adolph J. Sabath, 27 February 1948,
CR 94: 1889-90.
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22 Representative Helen Gahagan Douglas, 27 February

1948, CR 94: 1908, 1906.

53Representative Augustine B. Kelley, 27 February
1948, CR 94: 1893. Representative Melvin Price, 27
February 1948, CR 94: 1906. Representative Aimé Forand,
27 February 1948, CR 94: 1892,

4Yote on House Joint Resolution 296, 27 February 1948,
CR 94: 1908-09. The four Republicans to vote against the
bill were James G. Fulton of Pennsylvania, former Progres-
sive (1935-1947) Merlin Hull of Wisconsin, Kenneth B.
Keating of New York and Richard J. Welch of California.
All, with the exception of Hull, were from urban areas.

55Explanation of the amendment may be found in "Senate
Remarks Relative to Removal of Salesmen from Coverage by
Social Security," 3 June 1948, CR 94: 7033.

56Senator Eugene Millikin, 3 June 1948, CR 94: 7024.

57"Platform vs. Performance in Conaress,
Congressional Quarterly Almanac 4 19485

58

Senator James E. Murray, 3 June 1948, CR 94: 7033-34.

59Senator Carl A. Hatch, 3 June 1948, CR 94: 7027-29.

605enator Ernest W. McFarland, 3 June 1948, CR 94:

7035, 7039. Congressional Quarterly Almanac 4 (1948): 144.
Unfortunately the increased aid was only a temporary action
and the limits of the bill would expire in 1949.

61The amendment passed 77-2, with Democrat Byrd and
Republican Knowland against it. "Senate Vote on McFarland
Amendment," 3 June 1948, CR 94: 7133.

62

Senators Homer Capehart and Millard E. Tydings,
3 June 1948, CR 94: 7039.

®3nSenate Voting on H. J. Res. 296," 4 June 1948, CR
94: 7134. Voting against the resolution were Democrats
Barkley, McMahon, Pepper and Taylor. Republicans Ives and
Morse also voted against it.
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®4Senator Eugene Millikin, 4 June 1948, CR 94: 7129,
Senator Alexander Smith, 4 June 1948, CR 94: 7128.

65Senator Claude Pepper illustrated the inadequacy of
the $5 increase in aid payments. Using the Social Security
Board estimated cost of living for an aged person in June
1948, as opposed to what they received from OAA the
difference between the numbers was quite glaring.

- Couple Single
Cost of living $1,250.00 $800.00
The average monthly benefit of $40.00 equaled to only
$480.00 annually, much under the standard of living set by
the FSA. Even with the additional. $60.00 per year under
the McFarland amendment the aid would be too low. Pepper's
argument was supported by Senater John C. Stennis, 4 June
1948, CR 94: 7125 and Senator Alben Barkley, 4 June 1948,
CR 94: 7123 who also argued that the assistance raise was
too small to be considered even adequate.

66

Some examples of Congressional tampering with
Supreme Court decisions were given.

1) Southern Underwriters--Supreme Court said they
were subject to prosecution under the anti-trust laws;
legislation was passed granting them immunity.

2) Fixing of rail rates--Supreme Court said this was
subject to prosecution under the anti-trust laws, Congres-
sional legislation allowed those involved to override the
liability.

3) Mount Clemens Pottery Case--Supreme Court said
workers must be paid for all work they do (e.g. preparation
time for work). Congress proposed portal to portal pay.

Senators Alben Barkley and Claude Pepper, 4 June 1948,
CR 94: 7125.

67Ironically Truman had backed FDR's court packing
scheme, because "the Court had assumed legislative powers

which in no sense it constitutionally possesses." Truman,
Years of Trial and Hope, 2: 151.
68

"Senate Vote on H. J. Res. 296," 4 June 1948, CR 94:
7134. Voting nay were Barkley, Ives, McMahon, Pepper, Morse
and Taylor.

69Presidential Papers, "Special Message to the Congress
on Social Security," 24 May 1948, pp. R72-76.
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70presidential Papers, "Veto of Resolution Excluding
Certain Groups From Social Security Coverage," 14 June

1948, pp. 344-46.

71Representative Walter A. Lynch, 14 June 1948, CR 94:
8190. Representative Jere Cooper, 14 June 1948, CR 94:
8189. Representative John Dingell, 14 June 1948, CR 94:
8189. Representative Herman P. Eberharter, 14 June 1948,
CR 94: 8190.

72Representative Bertrand W. Gearhart, 14 June 1948,
CR 94: 8189,

3 uHouse Voting to Override Veto of H. J. Res. 296,"
14 June 1948, CR 94: 8191.

74Javits, in his autobiography, claims he was a
Republican representing a long-time Democratic district,
so he often voted Democratic out of fear of retaliation
at the next election. Javits, The Autobiography of a
Public Man, p. 134.

75Senator Ernest W. McFarland, 14 June 1948, CR 94:
8088. Senators Eugene Millikin and Claude Pepper, 14 June
1948, CR 94: 8092.

76"Senate Vote to Override Veto of H. J. Res. 296,"
14 June 1948, CR 94: 8093.

77Most Republicans recognized Truman's ploy and wanted
to refocus the attention back on Truman and Dewey and away
from the Eightieth Congress. Story of the 80th Congress,
p. 107, as found in the Joseph W. Martin Papers, Cushing-
Martin Library, Stonehill College, North Easton, Mass.
Also see letter from John Foster Dulles to Arthur H.
Vandenberg, 17 August 1948, Correspondence August, in
Arthur H. Vandenberg Collection. Dulles warned that
"Truman is attempting to make the campaign issue one of
Truman versus Congress and while that is not an issue to
be ignored, particularly in the face of your magnificient
record, also it is well to keep to the fore the issue of
Truman vs. Dewey, which apparently, Truman is trying to
duck."

7800ngress and the Nation, p. 5.
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79Some Congressional Republicans spoke up and tried to
discredit Truman and the Congressional Democrats. For
example, Thomas Jenkins, 6 August 1948, CR 94: A4969-70,
10104. Representative Hubert S. Ellis, 7 August 1948, CR
94: A5165-66. Representative Daniel Reed, 19 June 1948,
CR 94: AL550, who argued that without Democratic support
H. J. Res. 296 never would have passed the first time and
certainly the Republicans would never have been able to
override the veto.

Surprisingly, although some Republican Congressmen
appeared to be fighting against the New Deal specter, 1948
was the first time in 16 years there was no attack on the
New Deal specifically in either the Republican platform or
acceptance speeches of Dewey or Warren. Hartmann, Truman
and the 80th Congress, pp. 191-92. See also Mayer,
Republican Party, p. 470.
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CONCLUSION

Were the Republicans really bent upon destroying the
New Deal legacy as some historians would have us believe?
Few but the actual participants can answer this question
decisively. But from the evidence presented in this thesis
it is certainly evident that they were intent upon redefin-
ing the direction in which the Federal Government moved.
They wanted the Federal Government to stop interfering in
the private life of the public. This unnecessary interfer-
ence, the Republicans believed, had been legislated by the
New Deal. Therefore, the interference could be stopped only
by eliminating the New Deal.

It is not as though one can refer to the "Republicans"
as if they were a single thinking entity. The diversity of
its members would belie any such all-encompassing statement.
So to say that the Republicans had one unified thought about
Social Security or any other program would be misleading.
But the Republicans did represent a type of unified
strategy and way of thinking, just as the Democrats did in
their own scattered way. The Republicans believed, and the
1946 election results appeared to support the belief, that

they were offering a program which was acceptable and even
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desired by the nation. Their program of government non-
involvement, their preference for private business activity,
their opposition to what they saw as "big labor" demands,
was the touchstone from which they launched their Congres-
sional programs. It was this philosophy which would bring
about changes in government that would reverberate through
to such New Deal programs as Social Security. It was almost
by chance that Social Security happened to be forced to the
forefront during the highly emotionalized 1948 campaign.

But it was precisely their actions on Social Security which
give the conclusion that the Republicans would have moved
to undermine the strength of the New Deal, specifically
OASI, unless restrained by a New Deal advocate such as
Truman.

Like any large group, the Congress of the United
States most often moves at a lumbering, slow pace. Despite
partisan accusations and periodic cries to ‘the contrary
this is how most Americans prefer that it move, unless of
course they are concerned about a particular issue. Except
in time of extreme crisis, the American public is most at
ease with this change by degrees in American politics.

This is how the Republicans, at least their leaders,

wanted the changes to take place also. The political
shrewdness of Harry S. Truman prevented the slow methodical
changes from occurring and instead forced the Republicans

to take immediate action to forestall the New Deal.
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expansion Truman was promoting. The abrupt and seemingly
destructive changes instituted by Republican legislation
frightened the electorate.

However, some historians may argue that had Thomas E.
Dewey, as representative of the more liberal wing of the
Republican Party, won the election he would have forestalled
conservative Republican action in Congress. This theory
is in direct opposition to Hamby's argument that a Republi-
can President and Congress would have destroyed the New
Deal. But even though Dewey appeared to have accepted OASI
and some of the other New Deal social programs, as reflected
in the Dewey-sponsored 1944 and 1948 Republican platforms
calling for the preservation of Social Security, he never
quite accepted the methods used to achieve the New Deal
goals. This dislike of the methods necessary to operate
OASI, in particular, was common to the Republican Party.

Even had Dewey accepted the Democratic theory for
running OASI, he would have suffered from the same type of
personality and ideology conflicts with Congress as Truman
had. Dewey was relatively young for a presidential
candidate, he had never served in Congress, he appeared to
lack personal warmth when dealing with people and he
believed that unquestioning loyalty and party unity were
necessary for victory. As District Attorney and Governor
of New York Dewey was successful in keeping the state

Republican Party in line. He achieved this by replacing
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malcontents with Republicans loyal to his way of thinking.
Had Dewey attempted this type of discipline with Congress
it is unlikely that he would have been any more successful
than FDR was in his 1938 purge of anti-New Deal Senators.
Dewey's demand that Congressional Republicans follow
his lead unquestioningly would have put Congressional
leaders such as Taft on the defensive. Congress had
fought against Truman to regain the powers they felt they
had lost to Roosevelt. It is doubtful that they would have
buckled so soon to Dewey's demands for their unquestioning
approval. This is especially true as Dewey's personality
and attitude toward the legislative branch, exemplified
by his New York governorship, has been described as
"dictatorial, off-handed indifference, bordering almost
upon contempt." Dewey's leadership was that of an omnip-
otent commander in chief who expected unquestioning loyalty
from his followers. Although Dewey would listen to diver-
gent ideas, as long as he had requested discussion, he
viewed himself as the decision-maker and tolerated no
insubordination from party members. Republican Congres-
sional leaders viewed themselves as equal partners with
the President, however, and expected compromise and respect
from the Executive. This would not have been the case
with Dewey had he been elected President.‘I
The Southern conservative Democrats must also be

considered. They had not cooperated with a Democratic
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President's plea for liberalism. There is no reason to
believe they would have responded to a Republican
President's request either. This loss of Southern votes
in Congress would have been a sticky problem to overcome.
It would have resulted in almost the same type of problem
Truman faced in 1947 and 1948; a liberal-to-moderate
President confronted with a conservative Congress.

Therefore, despite the 1944 and 1948 Republican
platforms calling for a strengthening and extension of
Social Security, Congressional Republicans did not intend
that it follow along the original liberal New Deal line
of universal coverage guaranteed by the Federal Government
with liberal benefits. Instead, under their program Social
Security would probably have ceased to be solely a govern-
ment function. There would have been a slow change,
stealthily channeling the responsibility for old age
insurance into private companies. Dismantling the system
bit by bit until it was either so small as to draw little
or no interest or completely in the hands of private busi-
ness. This is evident by the movement to have such groups
as news vendors removed from coverage, despite a congres-
sionally-appointed committee which suggested reduction of
coverage in any aspect was wrong.

The move to hold contribution rate increases, .although
as mentioned previously was hardly an unusual occurrence,

was a follow-up on the Republican belief that Social
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Security should be under a pay-as-you-go method. This was
keeping with their philosophy of curbing government
spending. For if there was no surplus accruing annually

in the fund, the government would have less money available
to funnel into other areas.3 Future insurance recipients
would also realize that they would have to make other
arrangements to supplement their income, through private
investments, savings plans or reliance on private charity.4
This would return to the Republican theory of self-
sufficiency and old age insurance administrated through
the private insurance companies. Therefore, this seemingly
harmless action of holding back OASI contribution rates

was really the first step in Republican destruction of
Social Security.

However, the slow methodical, almost unnoticeable
changes advocated by the Republicans were not to prevail.
The change in relationship between Truman and Congress
brought antagonization and hostility to Executive-
Legislative relations. The Administration by approving
extension of coverage, relying upon the 1947 Supreme Court
decisions; pushed the Republican plans into the limelight.
Now Congress acted, and acted as much out of anger with
Truman's disregard for their sphere of power, as out of
maliciousness for the New Deal. They established their
supremacy as initdtors of legislation but they also

embarrassingly exposed some more unacceptable Republican
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designs on the now popular and accepted Social Security
programs. According to Republican plans OASI should be
decreased and the system weakened and eventually eliminated
not expanded and strengthened as it was by the Administra-
tion's actions.

House Joint Resolution 296, in essence, gave the
employer the right to decide if those persons involved
economically with him were employees or not. The chance to
rewrite contracts and redefine the financial connections
between them would give enormous power to business.

Through legal loopholes they could technically and legally
define persons economically attached to them as independent
contractors., Despite the legal language, the reality of
the situation would still show business exerting control
and putting limiting restrictions upon their underlings,
as if they were employees. The same old argument of
business shackled by unnecessary taxes, in this case OASI
contributions, arose. If businesses were free from the
constraints, they would produce a strong economy, capable
of supporting all. The workers would benefit enough to

be able to contract their own insurance agreements with
private companies. In short, the entire system would work
faster, more efficiently, and more economically than with
government interference, or so the Republicans claimed.

This would have been the future of 0ld Age and

Survivors' Insurance in Republican hands. To say that
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they were maliciously intent upon destroying it is perhaps
too harsh a statement. Destruction implies sudden and
wrenching change, more in line with an ideological,
political coup. A better interpretation would be to say
that the Republicans were intent upon redefining the role
of government according to their own plan. The results
may have been the same, loss of security for the aged and
the dependent, but the time span necessary to extract
change would have been longer and the public attention it
attracted much less noticeable. Had the Republicans won
the 1948 election, placing a Republican President with a
Republican Congress, they would have been reassured of the
public's acceptance of their programs. They would have
been foolish to proceed in any direction other than a
decrease in Federal interference as promised the public in
1948, and demonstrated to them under the Eightieth Congress.
But the stunning losses Republicans suffered revealed to
them that perhaps they had misjudged public attachment to
certain New Deal programs.5 This change is illustrated by
Eisenhower's election in 1952. Although Eisenhower and
the Republicans were still anti-big government and anti-
big spending they realized that the OASI program was so
widely accepted by the public that destruction would have
been impossible. But even in 1954 it took Eisenhower's

insistance that expansion of OASI would decrease the
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government's role in other areas such as welfare, before
the Republican Eighty-third Congress would pass the
program.

The 1948 reaffirmation of the public's belief in the
New Deal, specifically Social Security, would be strong
enough to carry the program through additional growth and
expansion in the ensuing years. The Republicans were
forced to admit that they had erred in underestimating the

attraction the liberal legacy held for America.
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1Barry K. Beyer, Thomas E. Dewey, 1937-1947: A Study
In Political Leadership (New York: Garland Publishing,
Inc., 1979), pPp. 63-68, 98-99, 135! 229’ 2431 251 '529 2599
272, 276,

2The proposals of the Advisory Council on Social
Security to the Senate Finance Committee were almost exactly
the same as the recommendations the previous year. For
text of FSA recommendations see Social Security Bulletin
10, #12 (1947): 3-5. For brief text of Advisory Council
on Social Security see: Social Security Bulletin 11, #5
(1948): 21, 24. For full text see Senate, "Questions
and Answers in Report of Advisory Council of Social Security,"

21 April 1948, CR 94: 4664-65.

3Again, it was not as though the government was stealing
money from the fund. The intricacies of government finance
indicate that the fund was there, but only on paper. When
the OASI revenues arrived at the FSA, the government took
the money and left behind -bonds. When benefits came due
the government would simply transfer money from its other
accounts to pay out benefits and pay interest into the
fund. This led to the Republican charge that the government
was borrowing money form itself and paying itself interest.

4Only wages were linked to Social Security payments,
not profits or dividends. Therefore, an OASI recipient
was restricted to a limited amount of money he could
receive in wages each month and still receive a Social
Security check. But the amount of money he could receive
from investments such as stocks, bonds, savings, and rental
property, was unlimited.

5Altmeyer claims that the loss in 1948 was due ex-
clusively to Social Security. This claim is a bit over-
zealous. But the public reaction to Truman's claim of
Republican destruction of Social Security should not be
taken lightly. The reaction illustrated that the public
had formulated an ideal in their mind which represented
the New Deal. Any attempts to destroy this ideal would
be met with public dissatisfaction, as in the 1948
election. Altmeyer, Formative Years, pp. 163, 169.

6Gary W. Reichard, The Reaffirmation of Republicanism:
Eisenhower and the Eighty-third Congress (Knoxville:
University of Tennesse Press, 1975), pp. 84, 146, 174,
184, 193, 198, 218-19, 230-31, 234, 236.
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