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St a t e  H o u s e , B o st o n , October 22, 1941.

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

Under the provisions of Article LVI of the Amendments 
to the Constitution, I am returning herewith House 
Bill 2806 being “ An Act providing for an increase in the 
minimum rate of assistance to be paid under the old age 
assistance law, so called, and making certain other 
changes in said law” , with recommendations attached 
hereto:

In my inaugural message I said “ But the number of 
our citizens who will require old age assistance will 
undoubtedly increase, as will the need for Aid to De
pendent Children. In both cases we must be as liberal 
as the finances of the Commonwealth permit. At the 
same time, we must make no pledges of assistance to 
our elderly friends and neighbors for which we do not 
provide the revenue. Failure to so provide is hypocritical 
in the extreme and does more than anything else to 
destroy confidence in our government and our system 
of democracy” .

My reasons for returning this bill to you are to carry 
out that principle. The bill fails to raise enough money 
to pay to our old folks the money that you purport to 
give them under its terms. Assistance to the aged in 
Massachusetts became a fact in 1930 out of legislative 
recognition of a long-time need emphasized by the de
pression of 1929. It found many aged people out of work 
and unable to compete with young men and women for 
the few available jobs. The General Court in passing
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the first Old Age Assistance Act, stated in emphatic 
terms its belief that the real estate taxpayer was bearing 
more than his full share of the general burden and that 
Old Age Assistance should be financed by some other 
method of taxation. This Act directed the Commissioner 
of Corporations and Taxation “ to consider ways and 
means for raising the revenue required by the Common
wealth and by the cities and towns thereof to carry out 
the terms of this act from sources which, so far as may 
be, will not constitute an additional burden on real 
estate” . Three years later the General Court created 
an old age assistance fund of liquor and racing receipts.

But this revenue has not been enough to keep pace 
with a mounting need, and by 1938 the Old Age Assist
ance Fund was showing a deficit —  a deficit which had 
to be met from real estate taxation. The 1942 budget 
already calls for a deficit of more than $4,000,COO in 1942 
under the present law. This 84,000,000 deficit is as
sessed upon real estate in cities and towns by means of 
the State Tax. The plain fact is that we have not yet 
soundly and adequately financed our present program, 
and we have not given adequate consideration to the 
future.

Estimates submitted to me by department heads show 
that this bill will increase the cost of old age assistance 
by a minimum estimate of <$10,500,000 in the first year 
of operation alone of which the State and municipalities 
will have to pay $5,500,000, and that the revenue raised 
by this legislation on highest estimates will not exceed 
$4,000,000. This further increases the tax load on cities 
and towns by over $1,500,000. Therefore the Common
wealth fails to provide the means to pay to our elderly 
folks approximately $5,500,000 of the money it promises 
to pay. By so doing we ask our small homeowner, our 
small business man, and our families occupying rented 
apartments to pay additional taxes in order to live in 
their homes because we have not carried out our under
takings to pay as a State.

Massachusetts now has one of the most liberal laws of 
any State in the Union. The fact is that Massachusetts
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has absolutely no maximum in its present law. We 
want to continue to make our assistance as helpful and 
to make life as comfortable to our old folks as we can 
but we must remember by passing laws alone this will 
not be done. The money must be raised from the other 
taxpayers of the State to pay for these benefits and until 
we are willing to raise that money we can’t expect to 
increase the benefits.

The present proposed two-dollar head tax puts the bur
den on our citizens least able to pay it. In 1931, 1932, and 
1933 the State added one dollar to the poll tax on men 
to raise money for Old Age Assistance and then aban
doned the levy. This type of tax bears heavily on small 
wage earners and even on non-wage earners, and bears 
no relation whatever to ability to pay.

I am a firm believer that the future of this country 
depends upon the home and the raising of large families. 
To do so we must encourage our younger citizens to buy 
their own homes and to bring up their children in the 
best possible surroundings. This proposed tax directly 
strangles a large family. It puts the burden directly on 
the father to pay the tax. It puts nothing comparatively 
speaking on the man who has no children and who lives 
simply by himself. It is directly contradictory to the 
ideals upon which this country was founded and upon 
which in the troubled condition in which the World is 
today our State and Nation must Ire built up if we are 
to continue our way of life in the United States.

It is my intention to see that the present law is 
not jeopardized as has been the case in other states 
where sound revenue measures were not provided. I 
believe the head tax to be inequitable and unsound and 
that under its terms the small home owner can look 
forward to another crushing burden. It is readily ap
parent that the present bill does not raise sufficient 
revenue. In anticipation of the huge post-war relief 
program, I feel that the Old Age Assistance tax structure 
must be safeguarded rather than weakened. I feel that 
in our present great national emergency, it is incumbent 
upon all of us to face the facts courageously.
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Furthermore I believe that this measure has called 
forcibly to the attention of all of us the need of further 
understanding our present law. I am asking the Com
missioner of Public Welfare to draft a pamphlet which 
may be sent to all our present recipients of old age as
sistance which will show them the possibilities of the 
benefits to them under our present law, and their rights. 
I cannot be a party to a change in the law that will pur
port to increase the benefits to our elderly citizens with
out providing the cash for which to pay for those bene
fits, but at the same time will penalize the person least 
able to pay for it. It invokes a burden on the small home 
owner and small business man who want to be inde
pendent, live a true home life and run their own busi
ness in this Commonwealth. That is the type of man 
we must encourage if Massachusetts is to continue to be 
a place in which a man will love to work, to own a home, 
and to raise a family.

The balance of the bill distinctly improves and liber
alizes our present law. It makes the law more workable 
and helpful to our elderly citizens.

Very respectfully yours,

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
Governor.

It is recommended that the foregoing changes be made 
in the following form:

In section 1, by striking out, in line 44 (as printed) the 
word “ forty”  and inserting in place thereof the word 
“ thirty” ; by striking out, in lines 47 and 50 (as printed) 
the word “ sixty-five” and inserting in place thereof, in 
each instance, the word “ fifty” ; by striking out, in line 
51 (as printed) the word “ twenty” and inserting in place 
thereof the word “ fifteen” .

And by striking out sections 9 and 10, as appearing in 
the engrossed bill.


