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the Kansas Legislature was free
to decide for itself that
Headnote 7 Jegislation was needed to
deal with the business of
debt adjusting. - Unquestionably,
there are arguments showing that
the business of debt adjusting has
gocial utility, but such arguments
are properly addressed to the legis-
lature, not to us. We refuse to sit
as a “superlegislature to weigh the
wisdom of legislation,”!! and we em-
phatically refuse to go back to the
time when courts used the Due Proc;
ess Clause “fo strike down state
laws, regulatory of business and in-
dustrial conditions, because they
*[372 US'732]
may be unwise, improvident, *or out
of harmony with a particular school
of thought.”** Nor are we able or
willing to draw lines by
Headnote 8 calling a law “prohibi-
Headnote 9 tory” or “regulatory.”
Whether the legislature
takes for its textbook Adam Smith,
Herbert Spencer, Lord Keynes, or
some other is mo concern of ours.1?
The Kansas debt adjusting statute
may be wise or unwise. But relief,
if ‘any be needed, lies not with us but
with the body constituted to pass
laws for the State of Kansas,¢

Nor is the statute’s exception of

U. S. SUPREME COURT REPORTS

BEBT ADJUSTING - BUSINESS

10Led 2d

lawyers a denial of equal protection
of the laws to nonlaw-
Headnote 10 yers. Statutes create:
Headnote 11 many classifications.
which do not deny equal
protection; it is only “invidious dis-
crimination” which offends the Con-
stitution.?® The business -of debt
adjusting gives rise to a relationship
of trust in which the debt.
Headnote 12 adjuster will, in a situa-
tion - of insolvency, be
marshalling assets in the manner of
a proceeding in bankruptecy. The:
debt adjuster’s client may need ad-
vice as to the legality of the various.
claims against him, remedies exist-
ing under state laws governing
debtor-creditor relationships, or pro-
visions of the Bankruptcy Act—
advice which a nonlawyer cannot.
lawfully give him. If the State of
Kansas wants to limit debt adjusting
to lawyers,’* the Equal Protection
*[372 US 7331
*Clause does not forbid it. We also
find no merit in the con-
Headnote 13 tention that the Four-
teenth Amendment is
violated by the failure of the Kansas.
statute’s title to be as specific as
appellee thinks it ought to be under
the Kansas Constitution.

Reversed.
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