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_ ptoportioned to consumption, hit poorg

‘tevenue and customs receipts, while misce

. to| pay, and that sum constituted only 4§.

percent of such federal receipts.
ince 1933 the trend has been in the s

183 5

The;

The inequalities in the distribution

RlCh Get Rlcher

f weallh and the

burden of taxation in the United States are often described
tn general terms, but rarely does the piblic obtain a well
documented analysis of the conditionsi actually existing.

IVe present below such an analysis, pre

ed by Robert H.

Juackson, Counsel to the Internal Revenue Bureau, and

given by him in a hearing of the Se
mittee. A few passages of subsidiary im
emitted—THE EDITORS.

hte Finance Com-

ortance have been

S THE figures of tax collections frave become avail-
able, it has become apparent that the present ad-

ministration inherited in 1933 a tax ﬁstructure that,

terms of making that burden proportig
pay, had become out of balance even

adopted during the preceding administration

neous internal revenue taxes and our ¢
customs taxes, and now processing taxes;
that has little relation to ability to con

in
nate to ability to
by the standards
. Miscella-
ntire structure of
have an incidence
ribute to the cost

of government. It is a commonplace that such taxes are

and rest with greater weight upon !

r classes hardest,
ge families with

small incomes than they do upon small amllles with large

incomes,

It may be assumed that collections fn: the year 1930,
gnTverned largely by the Revenue Act off 1928, represented

ratio of burden between these two ty,
ddliberately arrived at, without intent to
affluent unduly.
In that year we find that those td
heavily on the well-to-do contributed
the national treasury, or 68.2 percent o

cu$toms receipts,| bearing most heavily u
ntributed only $1,152,000,000, or 31.
By 1933, however, this ratio had so
$781,000,000 was raised from the taxe

es of taxes, fairly
pqenalize the more

xes bearing mast
52,4750@000 to
its total internal
llaneous taxes and
;on the consumer,
8 ipercent.

thanged that only
based on ability

federal internal revenue and customs rede
baged on consumption produced $1,090}0X

percentage change is relatively small.
sed on ability to pay contributed 38

percent, an increase of only about 3

shift, howeve: smal.’, is unsound
eversed,

hile the shift in the tax burden frort
r

n wexghmg thiis shxftlng burden of taj
nee: that make the

4 percent of the
ipts, while taxes
,000, or $8.3

e'.direction, but
h 1933 the taxes

a decline since
r|the same period
fion of revenues

~ contributed by taxes based on ‘consumpt on from 58.3 to

bercent. . ...
those more able
1933 to 1935,

The trend should

ation, allowance

ater than mere

percent of the-

.

Aujagfo?x w%b |

- Vol. 3‘/
No. 1082

yield would signify., These taxes are paid largcly out of
consumers’ purchasing power, and are borne to a great
extent by those whose incomes are barely adequate for main-
tenance and who lack other resources to fall back \xp(ﬁ‘a

The cost of the emergency measures to combat the| de-
pression has of necessity been met largely by borrowjng.
As we emerge from the depression, it is time to make gic)
adjustments in the tax structure as will meet the postpanel
costs of protecting the social order with a tax .structureg i
which the balance between taxes levied on the basis of
ability to pay, and taxes based on consumption, is more
equitable.

Added revenue to go toward balancing the budget an{
toward meeting the cost of overcoming a depression that
threatened riphts of property should be contributed byithe
propertied classes in proportion to their ability to pay.

THe Rise or MILLIONAIRES

It 15 well known that the per-capita income of ithe
United States, particularly in the years 1928 and 1429,
ranked among the highest in the world, and resulted in 2
high standard of living.

When the total income of the United States is averaged,
the figures are impressive, but when it is viewed, not zs it
might be if it were equalized by averaging, but as it actunlly
is distributed, the result must arouse codcern.

Even informed observers were startled at the tendcncy
to concentration, and the rate of concehtratnon indicdted
by the 1935 returns. The number of persons filing income
tax returns decreased from 1932 by 3.8 percent. Not|all
who file returns pay taxes, because of exemption, so q}mt
only 1,747,740 persons out of our eatire population|re
ported taxable incomes and the total amount of mt¢me
reported fell by 5.5 percent.

Yet in the face of gcnerally,dcclmlng incomes, and in
spite jof the bank holiday and other events of that ytar,
the npmbcr who reported net taxable incomes of $1,000 000
or over more than doubled, havmkg increased from twepty
in xQ32 to, fifty such persons in 1933.

By general consent, our income tax laws, under all jad-
ministrations, have provided exemptions, in amounts CL
sidered necessary to reasonable subsistence, so as to avpid
depréssing the standard of living within the lower lnc?mc
grou The significant result qu that when the grofips
that pre considered to need all of their inconie for necessi-

t
ties: are omitted, we have only a relatively small number

left.| ' |
Applying the standard thus set by'Co-_ngresg' as nccessl ry
to a| reasongble way of life, we {find the latgest number
who!ever rose above that standard, as evidenced by the
numl)er of returns indicating taxable incomes, to be §,518-
310, This'was in 1920 when exemptions allowed were]at
their lowest. In 1933 the returns filed that showed tpx-
able [incomes numbered 1,747,740 - '
he conclusion indicated by T'reasury statistics is that




“its sqddy, “America’s Capacity to Consume,”
i figured on the distribution of our national income in the -

. same
¢ gro

i

_ is the|

& trantn
i of orgal

.’ the base for our income tax is now seriously narroW\and
f results in part from the fact that the number of people
havmg incomes above a generally accepted subsistence level
! is serjously small.
Treasury statistics, on individual incomes, point to the
conclusions as a recent study of incomes by family
This basis is also important because the family
usual unit of spending.

. DisTriBUTION oF | NaTiONAL INcomE

Retently the Brookings Iinstitution, in connection with

presented

" year 1?29 by family units. The following estimates were

dlscldstd

tharly 6
'qf lthe total,

-
.

ooo,ooo families, or more than 21 percent
had in-comq of less than $1,000 annually,
uri less than|$25 a week.
J/\boue 12(000,000 families, or more than 42 percent,
hafl incomeg of less than $1,500.
Nearly 20,000,000 families, or 71 percent, had in-
dof caof less than $2,5
‘ nly % little over 2,000,000 families, or 8 percent,
had incomes in excess of |$5,000. ;

- About 600,000 famxln , OF 2.3 pcrccnt had incomes
kxcess of $10,000. :
n the year 1929, 36,000 high-income families re-
¢eifed as much of our national income as 11,000,000

s 1

hilies with the lowest i incomes,

paye
able r?n d
taxp yers
for

Li¥gé in thc main from invested
capital, jnot from wages or silaries. The concentration of
incolne pmong s small number of individuals results from,
andlat the samc time furthers, wealth concentration. Un-
fortunately,! information relating to - the distribution of
wea‘th le#s definite than that relating to distribution of
income, but the estate tax returns filed in 1932, while not

i fully in me idea of the measure of
li  wealth omicntrgtxon. They are shown in the following
| table: ‘ '
o | Jla}c_ " Number.of 5Va1ae of Gross
lasyesd *  Returns | Percent  Estate2  Percenmt
onftaxable ..., 2,009 | | 283 184 7.7
Undgr 100 .,.... 2,762 28.8 442 184
00 . .. 1,600° 22.§ 564 2318
0—1,000° ¢. 500 7.0 429 17.8
1,040 :ooo 2158 3.0 507 21.0
5,000—10,000, ., 21 3 168 75
10,040 -ﬂrd ovlqr.. 6 a1 110 4.6
‘ otal\.,... 7,113 100.0 2,404 100.0 .
S S— - !

1 »‘a da f dollars, after allo able dqduchona and a
dpecific exemption lof $100,000 for each effate, -

3 Grom) estate value ap reported] in thousands of dbllan, lcss in-
debtednics ag inat' eitates, .

f

L

"than 4 percent of the estates, none of which

“4s employed. ”

This! table shows that' nearly one-third of i;; e prop-
Lerty reported 4s passing by Hleath was concentifted in less:
wire valued
at less than one million het,| and # we drop dofri a little

and begin with net estates of $400,000 we findl that one-

’us iving
heir to one of our larger f mself
before he cpuld exhaust th
Furthérmore, such estates ard largely perpetuated
and every legal and economic obstacle to Xheir dissi
They are invested in the enterprises of thtl coup ll:
the income and management| are not dependent liro
judgment or industry of the| heir, or are i veste m‘\l tax-.
free government securities, LB :
Most of the large estates
find, net only perpefuate ther
pass from generation to gener:
from inherited property re
creasing there results a diverpi
the community’s productive rg
the wants of a few individua
in few hands. .
As nmnted out’ iarher und
of income, even in the mést
portion of the population livd
recognized by Congress as
sistence.
In a period of depression
population is pressed farther

vast rcs*ources to maintain thei
ards of|living.’

In dlcvising" taxes on the
groups ‘should have thelr tax
meet the cos
to the advanigcs they enjoy.

The Presxcﬁent in suggestmg n extension of| the p
of gra(luatlo to large incomed, used as an il} :
the defncts o' the - present schedules thc fall
the pri cnple\ o incam
ency ofT failing to apply thk prfinciple of grad htlon |
above the $1, 000 inco e j an xllustranvq, but “

~




while the top-
me is double the
a $4,000 income, and the top-bracket
rates rise from % percent to 54 percent batween taxable in-
comes of $4,000 and $100,000, the top- b&ckct rates there-
after increase very slowly. 3

From just over $100,000 to anything }m excess of $1,-
000,000 of annual income, the top-bracket rate increases

very large incomes rise very slowly. ‘Thils,
bracket rate for a man with a $5,000 in
rate for one wi

result is a considerable concentration of holdings: of thx.
exempt securities among those having the larger income:

When Congress, therefore, writes rates such as apply|to
the wage-earners, salaried men, the small business men, or
the professional men, it may be reasonably sure that mést
of them wi#l pay the full legal rate upon their entire flet
H'ICQmC

When considering the rates in the higher brackets, how‘

only from 56 to 63 percent; and thereaft&r it does not in-
crehse at all, being the same for an annull income of $1,-
000,001, $2,000,000 or $5,000,000. !

The progression of the effective rate of selected net in-

cver, it must be remembered that they will apply to b*
part of the taxpayer's actual income, for the taxpayers in
the higher brackets, according to our studies, commouly
have large tax-free incomes often equal to, or or in excép

. corpes from $3,000 to $2,000,000 is showniin the follpwing  of, taxable incomes. By reason of this fact, rates appar-
% table!: ently severe are in fact moderated, and to some extcm
‘ Rate y  Difference made ineffective.
Net Income Percent Between Classes
$ 3,000 ............ 3 cees
‘ Lg:ggg ;: i 2:: Sources oF NoN-TaxasLE IncoMEe |
' ‘ ig’ggg """""" 1:.? { ;; We have analyzed the 1932 returns of the ﬁfty~cigﬂ\t
i 100:000 28.7 { 12.6 taxpayers whose gross incomes for that year exceeddl
’ 500,000 ...vvnirares ;2.2 § 21; $1,000,000. Twenty of them had net takable incomes cr-
Zooao0o LU e b s Ceeding $1,000,000. The information is incomplete, Whi

', ' 3
' ﬂt must be emphasized,  moreover, that &ur bracket rates
o are| not the rates that are effective for the whole of an
L income. Each bracket rate applies only to j stated segment
of the income; hence, :a large part of all ingomes are taxed
at pubstantially lower rates than the ratejapplicable only
to the last portion.© On a $50,000 inconfe, for example,
thel highest bracket rate, plus the normal ratg, is 3t percent,
" but the actual kffective rate is only 16.1 pércent.’

It is obvious that needed additional refenue might be

obained by a more consistent application f the principle
of jgraduating the tax rate according to ability to pay.
v e numbers of taxpayers in high inco e brackets ad-
' vahtaged by the sudden slowing up of the fate of progres-
“sion, for the last five years for whlch figur g are available,
hwrc been as follows: ,

the régulations require that tax-exémpts shall be reportcd,
Calthough not taxed, a substantial number of taxpayers, it
cluding some of the largest, failed ‘to return any informi-
tion. The figures that’we use, thercforé, understate thg
extent of avoidance through tax-exempt securities. L

The fifty-eight taxpaycrs reported the ownership of
$461,000,000 tax-exempt securities and a tax-free incom:p
therefrom in that year of $21,000,487, as against a taxahlt
income of the group amounting to $57,015,000. The &
emption oh this group in 1932 cost the government $11;
866,000 in taxes.

This study indicates that our tax laws wholly fail t
reich about 37 percent of the income actually enjoyed fron
all sources by those whosc incomes are over a million dol
lars a year. ...

g

‘ ! 0o o Over Of the refuges from high taxes, the tax-free income i
! 'Quer ver ' el

; $50,000  $100,000 5500 %0  $1,000,000 the most effective and least to be criticized so long as auf

: Year NitIncome NetIncome NetInfome NetIncome 1aws allow it. But the effect thaf tax-exempt securities
e 1929 ...... $8,889 14,816 1,449 513 have by way of nullifying tax rates may well be considerc.]
g 1930 ...... 9,847 6,202 a(s 150 A e b
% N 1931 Lots 1184 23¢ in fixing rates upon that part of income which is taxable.
? : {1932 L..... 7,738 1,816 16 Big taxpayers also reduce their taxes by obtaining allow-
i g 1933 .. 8,072 2,047 1 ances, as business losses, of the expense of show farms,
oy ranches, racing stables and hobbies, which are in fact amusc-

‘ments and recreations. This is doné by asgerting that the
b . hobby is a business, entered into solely for profit, and the
but by no means all-inklusive, list of

Ap |llustrfmv?, ! | courts have generally sustained such claxms when well sworn
cans by which in|actual experience the lar Ltax rates are.

ade less eﬁ’ectw%, is set forth in the se *lal follow:ng Taxpayers B, C and D are thrbe such distinguished

aragraphs: \ farmers, each of whom has regularl lost from $150,000|-
Investment in tax-exempt securities is anhhportant taX ¢y $200,000 a year on his farm. In.the ! last five years

e
T
s

: |
Tax Doo\cmxs IN THE UprPER BRAEKETS

e T

shelter. The small taxpayer finds their. ynl\}d small, and g 1. yeduced his taxes $221’000’ C $ 0,000 and D
B 1the supplemental yield to- him , through (‘ savings in- $206,000 because of farm losses. Such rehef" i
% e s gmﬁcant. The large taxpayer finds the fominal yield . ,vailable ta, spraller payers who cannot hct for thenr
£ ;* . . pplemented by a|very valuable tax exemytion, an.d the 1 obbies or amusements. . . .

k‘ \ ‘It Based on 1934 rat npphedjto incomes reportgd in *‘Statistics . . o, L
Y011 r Income” for 1933. |Account Has been taken of [dividends, par-.  Our income tax law has been so ‘devised and adminis-
5 L Ty cxfempt lzmere»t lnd earAneg (ilnwime c;egzntg all of Whif:t’ are  tered as to permit the forms of corporate reorganization
AL ¢exempt from the normaltax. eduction o 1. 2., thel per- : s

v T t4hat exemption for a| marrikd person®with no ndents) | was  '° be uscd for the stepping up of weslth wi hmm the pay-
Bl tiade from cach net income shown above. ; ment of a tax. The privilege of corporate reorganization

.



thhduf the recognition of a Tin or loss has been abused;
and Iaxfpayers, whose affairs hre sufficiently large and so
, Ordeer that they can use lt advantageously, have been
" able tojconvert their assets lnqo essentially different valucs
iand ‘dften to hand on at death the securities representing
_the steﬂpcd-up value with no income tax-ever having been
paid uﬁpn the increase.

Thisy incidentally, i8 true of all capital gains that are
, not realized prior to death. Stuch gains escape income tax
 entirel
' Likeyvise, it has been mzunlyI taxpayers in the high levels
-’o{ income who have been able| to have their cake and eat
it too, through fictitious or shadow sales of assets by which
v:they rééord a loss for tax purposes, but never actually part
f - with thc control or beneficial enjoyment of ' the assct
dalmcd to have been sold, ‘
; Orhblr avondance or evasion d&vxces to reduce the effective
[ tax rape, of which there are imany within or upon the
borderlme of the law, are available only to substantial
taxpaydrs purely because of th¢ cost of lawyers and ma-
chmeryeur’. - :

ez

|

The|foregoing are merely illustrative of some of the
R major methods by which the rates in higher levels are ren-
ﬁ' dered p‘artraﬂy ineffective and :hdxcatc that increased rates
b and revenues may properly be gought in those brackets to
v cquahm the burdens of taxation and apply the principle
E o tak#wn acdording to bene%ts received and resultant
': ablhfy to pay. - '

\
1

.l INHERITANCE VERsus Estatg TAxEs

Tax tion of mhmtances and‘glfts is not,,as many - ‘have
E awnme}, a new ﬁcld of taxatlt)n by’ the federal govern-
E ment] L. .

: Tille principles by which the taxation of inheritance is
| disting

ished from the taxation of the estate as a whole
undtrstood thlc th estate tax has sumphcny

d on benefits received,

e amount actually reccnvcd
tax makes no discrimina-
jmong, say, fve heirs, and

¢, while the estate
n estate divided

The principhl questions that
admihistration such as collection problems, hardship on
gom rb siness Lnd valuation. We-see no serious difficulties
ay off administration of inhkritance . taxes. The
total number of inheritances of $1,000 and over
present time, as compared
in w:dua! mcome tax réturhs ﬁ!cd for 1933 in excess
the fi ‘resl of i income 3

have been raised relate to

rcady given, one W:!l see
izable estates is a hope
any and | al realization to but few. Furthermore, .
- all inhe) na?k:es ef ny substanna size are matters of tourt

‘eral Estate-Tax Law dunng the .
11933, indicates that the difficulty of liquidation may Be e}

table: S \ ]
1932 193 Jormid |
Amount Amount o
(inlithousands (in thesands 4
. oﬂ dollats) Pefcenit of dollars)  Pegreny
Real cskate veesees J'\433,37¢ 15.5 385,831 9.1
- Securiti¢s ....... }548,414 354 '\1.075.178 10 !
Mortga es, notes, | . ';
cash, in urance etc. 476460 17.0 457,271 -
‘Miscellaneous .... 337,570 . 121 108,651
: | HOMSNR
Total...... 2,795,819 100.0 - 2,026, 931 1 0.0=

i ~y
Aerage 1 r‘rheri!an&(*’

/l nt 1
Number of Cla : ( n ifon.
(In thousands of dollars) Rrturns san ollgrs)
155 v 33,1 > ‘513 1 t
427 ... 1 .lgg 77,701
740 .. ..., 44,008 40,459
1267 .. ... ... 24,954 311&0
1547 Lo 14,296 2\68 5
2108 ..., 1220 151,981
2707 ... 3,944 106,748
31285 ..., 2772 91,049
4090 .......... 3252 132,9%
S1.8Y ..., 1,976 102,41
62.51 ....... S 1224 76.5[E
7973 ... . 1604 127,88
10071 ..., .. 840 84,59
13696 ... ....... 1120 153,39¢
18598 ... ....... 452 84,061
23960 .......... 272 65,17
28676 .......... 108 30,97%
33229 ..., 156 52,61 !
42635 . ........ 76 32,401 |
507.35 .......... 40 20,294
64029 .......... 40 25612 |
80397 .......... 4 1,214
976.10 .......... 24 23,424
1,270.35 ... ...... 20 25,407
1,758.55 «ovennnns 20 15,174,
*
LroumaTion or Lakce ESTATES

Much has been said of the difficulties involved in!
dating large estates in order to pay taxes imposed atlhi
rates. Upnquestionably some estates are so situated th?
liquidation is difficylt, long delayed and, accomplxshed only
at sacrifice.

Where estates are rozen or ¢ barkcd in hazardou

e

*alendar years 1933

aggerated. This is illustrated by the figures of the fol

iquis

. The forégoing figur for'1932 relate mainly to the-esd
tates of persons who died ini1931.| It is to be noted |that
fs .4 percent of the pripperty comptising gross estatesi w
eft.in the [form of seduritied, with
nqi,msura ce account;ng for an a
he total. ; '

QOf cou e the ade uacy of thete assets to meet|
claims i in a y individu
y the rato dcbts‘ pledges an lxcrhs ‘existing.

how at deb umpa:d mdrtgages, ete., were
rcent f tdtal gr

ditional 17 perce t%o

tax

We

estate in 1932 and 1% perceiit in

mortgages, notes, lcash] -

case woul | be influenced greatly}

brilyy]

;|

-
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Perhaps the best measure of the
estates now cxperience is the numberiof estates that are
granted extensions of time for the psyment of tax. For
the fiscal years 1929 to 1935 the averafe number of estates
obtaining extensions has been under 2 percent. .
~ The National Industrial Conferenc: Board in a study
of inheritance-tax proposals asks: “'1f r well-to-do business
man with a net \cstatc of $100000000# over and above the
exemption of $50000 for the estate tux, should desire to
leave his estate to an only son, what,_i.net amount would
the son receive?’ Under certain assn}mptions it answers
that he would receive $13,157,850, and| that death taxes of
all kinds would take about 87 percentjof the estate. One
involuntarily asks if an estate of $10¢,000,000 represents
that of a “well-to-do business man,” what size estate does
a man need to be considered. really rich.;

The example so offered is ower-sitaplified, and other
elements will be present in actual prac}icc that enter into
the consideration of the policy of the t{x. It is notrusual
for a well-to-do business man with an Totate of $100,000,-
000 in fact to follow the simple procidure specified. If
‘the experience of the Bureau of lnteﬂnal Rcvcnuu is to
guide, one may 1safely assume that the son, d\m?g the
father’s lifetime, has had many direct and indirect advan-
tages from his fdther's surplus of resgurces. In a great
majority of cases) one will find that h® has already been
given money anderopeity, which repgesent a fortune as
compared to the resources of most men, ;

f;tual difficulty that

WBkLTH Passgs To WekLTH

The father h | probably set up trusfi\s for the support
of his children and grandchildren. Sz()me of America’s
richest families have carried the setting up of trusts for
future generationg to the very limit pcr%itted by law, and

i even provide for those yet unborn.

A very rccen} nd tentative study of the tax methods
pursued by one large family indicates thh existence of 197
separate trusts, rebulting in great tax adyantages from the
split-up of the infome to separate tax, ntmes You will
also find that thq son has been given ghares of, stock in
some of tRe leadidg companies in which this fathér's estate
has been invested} that he has been ele%:tcd to boards of
directars, and prdbably placed in a pesition to receive a
substantial salary.| He has likely been tiken in on profit-
able transactions 4nd has accumulated alsubstantial estate
of his own. It id a rare thing,'in actual practice, that a
big estate descends to a person in pov_ery. Most of the
big estates descend) to persons already advidntaged by wealth
far beyond the hoples of the average perso. . . . Therefore,
we may. safely assyme, that the $13,000,000 net inhev}itance
is a small part of the real advantages frotn the accident of
being Born son to 4 well-to-do business-mirt.

Of course, even|taking the Natlomak Thdustrial Confer-
ence- Board's naked example, the $100,t 1,000 cstatq: will
leave for the_ heir $13,000,000. At mtdrt rates of 4 to §
percent. this will preduce a regular annudl income fqr the
heir ranging from \

Un analysis pre
enftorfcetzi ation .

corﬁﬂ"ﬂt‘ wea”’l. Y . g '

issue~4THE Epitoms,

"a little group of Demacratic professionals.

Washington Notes |

Republicans on the Make—OQOut Pops L
Maclntyre—Some Results
of the Session

S THE session moves to its long delayed closd, the
A air is noisy with ‘partisan fireworks. There has| beer
no such display since Charles Michelson used to the
nights hideous for Mr. Hoover with his giant torpedoed an,
Roman candles. Now, however, it is the Republicans wh
are delightedly heaving lighted cannon-crackers ini the
White House windows. Although the display means noth.
ing s0 far as the future welfare of the country is concerned
it has great importance for the Republican professidnals,
They have bright hopes that the showing made by the
party during the last few weeks will enable them to bl
loose a few preliminary contributions from big businesis.

For weary months, the problem of thé Republican Na
tional Committee has been to bring about a revival of
business confidence in the party. Reputedly a number of
rich men have been prepared to spend money to defea
Roosevelt, but have not regarded the future of the Repub-
lican Party as sufficiently promising to warrant donations,
The Democratic defeat in Rhode Island has helped dis-
sipate this skepticism. So, too, has the evident wish of the
Democratic high command to dodge an election in Ohio,
where the seat made vacant by the death of Representitive
Charles V. Truax must be filléd by a statewide election.
After a hurried trip,to the White House, Governor Divey
refused to set the election for November, ‘the normal date,
postponing it, instead, until May. The Republicans rightly
tonsider this an unsolicited testimonial to their new strenjth,

Orice they can start contributions ﬂowxq\g their way,\xhc
professionals look forward to a rush businesg They fel
that they now have an attractive line of goods to offer.
They regard the party’s opposition to Mr.| Roosevelt's prs
ent. tax program as a particularly hot numbcr Despitel its
final innocuousness, the tax bill alarmed rhany rich people.
The professionals will argue that it is better to contribute
five or ten thousand dollars to the Repuplican fund than
to pay the same amount to a future tax collector. |

The chief aid to the Republicans in their contributjon
collecting, especially from great corporations, is likely to|be
the resentment among the rich caused by Mr. Morgcntha}.'s
quiet [tightening up of the Treasury’s tax machinery. |It
may ot be literally true that the wealthy' do not cirt
who makes the nation’s laws if thdy can dictate the fax
rebates handed down by tHe Bureau of Internal Revenye,
but this approximates the case. The vigot with which the
Treasury has prasecuted Andrew Mellon before the Board
of T ap( Appeals, and the Board's recent decision in the
Charles E. Mitchell case, have aroused much apprehensign.
M:t. Morgenthau'’s reformatiort of the T'r asyry, while sl
incomplete, has been a remarkable job, .co[ls'iéering that he

had to rescue it from the ‘dominance of [Mr. Farley asd|

A \ ‘ v .

No one beyond the fairy-tale age doubtls_that the deat
sentence vote in the HTJEW& influenced by moncy speft
by the utility companiess” The revelation| that_gne of the




