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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

I am returning to you, without my approval, House 
Bill 2806, “ An Act establishing an old age assistance 
fund and making certain miscellaneous changes in the 
old age assistance law, so called” .

In my inaugural message I said that “ 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 pro
vide the revenue. Failure to so provide is hypocritical 
in the extreme and does more than anything else to de
stroy confidence in our government and our system of 
democracy” .

My reasons for returning this bill to you are the same 
as those contained in my message of October 22nd. This 
bill fails to carry out that principle. It fails to raise 
enough money to pay to our old folks the money that 
you purport to give them under its terms. The Commis
sioner of Public Welfare estimates this bill will cost an 
additional 83,750,000 to the State and its municipalities 
in the first year of operation. In addition to those pay
ments to our citizens the balance of the bill distinctly 
improves and liberalizes our present law. These improve
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ments and liberalizations are estimated to cost an addi
tional $500,000 and were recommended by me in my 
prior message to you. The total cost therefore will be 
an additional $3,750,000 to the State and its municipali
ties exclusive of Federal aid. This cost does not include 
the present deficit estimated in 1942 to be $4,250,000. 
Our State now fails to provide special revenue to pay 
to its municipalities its share of the present law.

The revenue provided in this bill to pay this $3,750,000 
does not equal much over $2,300,000 at the best possible 
estimates. It provides for a 3% surtax on income taxes. 
That tax is estimated to yield slightly less than $1,500,000. 
This is presumably an accurate estimate. The other 
source of revenue provided for a 5% tax on meals of 
$1.00 or more in value. This was estimated and pre
sented to your honorable bodies as yielding $2,000,000. 
In my opinion this estimate is fantastic.

The Federal Census of Business: 1939 Retail Trade 
of Massachusetts shows that in 1939 there were 3,473 
restaurants, cafeterias and lunchrooms in Massachusetts. 
Their sales amounted to $96,399,000. The estimate of 
$2,000,000 of revenue suggests that close to 40% of the 
meals purchased in these restaurants, cafeterias, and 
lunchrooms are for $1.00 or more, -— a fantastic assump
tion. This census further shows that well over 50% of 
these sales are in Boston and its suburbs. Yet the eight 
largest and leading hotels in Boston last year in audited 
sales of $1.00 or over in meals sold only $2,010,000 or a 
tax of $100,000. These hotels provide the largest eating 
places in Boston. Boston is the metropolis for over one- 
half the population of Massachusetts but only 5% of 
the revenue estimated comes from this most prolific 
source, the hotels. Furthermore, a large hotel in Worces
ter only had audited sales of $210,000 for all its meals 
last year. Worcester is the second largest city in the 
Commonwealth.

Information from the Province of Quebec which in
cludes the cities of Montreal and Quebec proves quite
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conclusively that these figures are accurate. Today, 
Louis Coederre, Deputy Inspector of Trade and Industry 
of the Province of Quebec in Montreal gives the follow
ing information: In 1940 the Province had a tax of 5% 
on all food sales of 35jh The total revenue from this 
was 1600,000 and the cost to the government to collect 
this amount was 8125,000 or a net return of $475,000. 
The Province of Quebec has a population of approxi
mately 3,000,000 people and we all know that it has a 
large number of visitors each year.

For these reasons, it is clear to me that this source of 
revenue cannot possibly yield over $800,000 instead of 
the $2,000,000 estimated and probably will yield less.

Therefore this bill fails to raise sufficient revenue to 
meet its cost by at least $1,450,000. If the present deficit 
is included and I believe it must be in justice to our local 
communities and their financial problems this bill fails 
to meet the cost of providing the State’s obligation to 
pay old age assistance by $5,700,000 for one year based 
on 1942.

There are many good features in this bill but under 
our Constitution I cannot send it back to you again with 
amendments. On October 22nd I did so with the hope 
that the good features in the bill could be placed in our 
law at this session. In the third paragraph of my mes
sage to you on October 22nd I informed you that our 
State was one of the first states to create an old age 
assistance law. Yet six years passed before a method of 
finance was adopted, and that financing was only suf
ficient for two years. This act is a repetition of that 
first law insofar as the subject of revenue is concerned. 
That first law provided for an investigation to find 
methods of financing its provisions. It took six years 
for the Legislature to finance it adequately. This bill 
fails to raise the revenue sufficient to cover its provisions. 
It also asks for a study in order to do so. Yet we are all 
sufficiently experienced in these matters to realize that 
it is one thing to investigate the subject of costs and
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the method of taxing to cover those costs and another 
to pass actually a tax bill on the people of our State. 
This is further brought out by the difficulties you have 
experienced in this long and protracted session and par
ticularly in the last forty-eight hours.

Very respectfully yours,

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
Governor.


