2] The history of social security is rooted in systematic oppression of Black people that has extracted wealth from black bodies. Historically, fiscal redistribution has acted as a way to oppress and dehumanize black bodies.
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In enacting the Social Security Act of 1935, Congress was doubtless acting primarily out of concern for the financial situation of older Americans, a dire situation made worse by the Great Depression. However, the details of the Act were the subject of great debate. A complete history of the 1935 legislation is beyond the scope of this Note, but a few illustrations of this debate indicate that racism played a significant role in the design of the program. Southern congressmen were opposed to federal encroachment on the states' ability to set their own standards for determining benefits and to differentiate among individuals in whatever manner the states considered reasonable. In particular, the southern delegation was averse to providing any aid to African-Americans. Edwin E. Witte, the Executive Director of the Committee on Economic Security in 1934-35, has written that "[t]he southern members did not want to give authority to anyone in Washington to deny aid to any state because it discriminated against negroes in the administration of old age assistance. The Jackson (Mississippi) Daily News editorialized, "The average Mississippian can't imagine himself chipping in to pay pensions for able-bodied negroes to sit around in idleness on front galleries, supporting all their kinfolks on pensions, while cotton and corn crops are crying for workers to get them out of the grass."'  Senator Byrd of Virginia, a member of the Senate Finance Committee in 1935, voiced a concern shared by nearly all the southern delegation on the Social Security committees that the measure might serve as an "entering wedge" for federal interference with the handling of "the Negro question" in the South. Edwin Witte, whose committee was largely responsible for drafting the Act, writes that due to the southern resistance, "it was apparent that the bill could not be passed as it stood," given the inclusion of African-Americans in the program. During the Senate Hearings on the bill, National Association for the Advancement of Colored People representative Charles H. Houston urged passage of the bill in its original form while acknowledging the difficulties in getting any southern congressmen to vote for a bill "if Negroes are to benefit from it in any large measure."81 Nevertheless, in order to procure the necessary support of the southern legislators, substantial modifications to the bill were made before the final vote which adversely affected African-Americans in ways that continue to the present. The Act omitted from coverage agricultural and domestic workers, excluding 3.5 million of 5.5 million African-American workers. This was despite-or because of-testimony before the House Committee on Labor that "[p]ractically 85% of the Negroes in the South are agricultural workers. In addition, the southern opposition forced a compromise that returned much of the control over Social Security to the states.  This allowed the states to include racially discriminatory practices in the administration of the program. For example, many Social Security programs in the South operated under "the assumption that the Standard of living of the Negro and his cost of living do not rise above the barest subsistence.  Consequently, "there was a tendency to grant lower sums, especially in the South, to aged blacks than to aged whites.  Amendments to the Act which Congress later passed exacerbated these direct, intentional adverse effects on African-American workers. For example, while in 1939 Congress added spouse and widow benefits to those (largely white) workers who were covered under the Act, the majority of occupations in which African-Americans were employed remained excluded from coverage. Finally, the choice of age 65 as the threshold for eligibility for retirement benefits in 1935 reflected a disregard for an already stark discrepancy in life expectancies between African-Americans and whites at the time. While 52.9 percent of white male and 60.5% of white female Americans could be expected to reach this retirement age and start collecting benefits, only 29.3% of male and 30.8% of female African-Americans could do so. Thus, even for those African-Americans who worked in areas that were covered under the Social Security Act, 70% could expect to die before receiving a single benefit check.  
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