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PREFACE

This one-volume compilation contains historical documents pertaining to P.L. 97-123, the
Restoration of Minimum Benefit and Other Changes, amending the Social Security Act. The
book contains congressional debate, a chronological compilation of documents pertinent to the
legislative history of the public law and listings of relevant reference materials.

Pertinent documents include:

¢ Differing versions of key bills
¢ The Public Law
o Legislative history

The books are prepared by the Office of Legislative and Regulatory Policy, Legislative
Reference Office, and are designed to serve as helpful resource tools for those charged with
interpreting laws administered by the Social Security Administration.

Elliot A. Kirschbaum, Director
Office of Legislative
and Regulatory Policy
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Frank). The gentleman will state it.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I inquire
of the Chair whether the papers of
the reconciliation package, H.R. 3982,
are in the possession of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Yes,
they are.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I would
further inquire, is it customary for
these papers to remain in the posses-
sion of the House at the conclusion of
a conference committee, and in this in-
stance, were they retained at the con-
clusion of the conference committee,
or were they more recently delivered
to the House?

The SPEAKER -pro tempore. Yes,
the Chair would say to the gentleman
it is customary for the papers to be
transferred to the House which agree
to the conference—and is to act first
on the report—at the conclusion of a
successful conference.

Mr. VENTO. In this case, Mr. Speak-
er, were the papers retained by the
House conferees on the matter of the
reconciliation conference?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently not, because they were brought
back to the House this morning at
about 9:15 by a.messenger from the
other body.
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Mr, VENTO. Mr. Speaker, in other
words, this viclated one of the tenets
%?1@% we bhave in terms of considera-

on.

I thenk the Chalt.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chelr would advise the gentieman
that this deviated from custom but did
not especially violate the rules of the
House.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to the provisions of House Resolu-
tlom 263, I eall up the bill (H.R. 4331)
%o amend the Omnibus Reconciliation
Act of 1881 to restore.minimum bene-
fits under the Sccial Security Act, and
ask for its mmediate consideration.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 4331

Be ¢ enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America {a Cengress assembled, That (a) ef-
fective a3 of the date ef the enactment of
the Ommniows Budget Reconciliation Act of
1881, dection 2201 of that Act (relating to
ﬁ@ﬁ&é@f minimum benefit provisions) is re-

e

(b) Subieet to section 3 of this Act, the

provizions of the Soclal Security Act affect-

. ed by the provisions of such section 2201
chall be im effect as of date of the enact-
ment of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Azt of 1881 &8 such provisions would be in
effect 12 sueh =ection 22061 had not been en-
acted,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Missourl (Mr. BorLLing) will be recog-
niped. for 30 minutes, and the gentle-
man from Ilinois (Mr. MicHeL) will be
#egoivaized for 30 minutes,

The Chelr recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING).

Mr, BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, 1 yleld
my&ﬁﬁ 10 malnutes.

Speaker, I do not know how
mu@h of the time we have on this bill
iz going to be taken up. This Is, it
gseems to me, one of the most impor-
tant issues that the Congress is going
to deal with. This Congress in its two
gessions is not going to have a more
fmportant issue than the issue of
social security. I think it is very, very
fmportant for all who are directly in-
volved in the legislative process to un-
derstand that this is one issue on
which the Rules Committee is going to
take & very special interest.

That {s .80 because the Rules Com-
mittee 1is, really—despite Its over-
whelming = Democratic majority—
rather successfully representative of
all the interests in the House.

I would urge Members to take a look
at the list of the Members on both the
Democratic side and the Republican
side, and they will see that those
Members pretty generally cover the
views of a very large segment of the
institution.

We have two very different points of
view ot war in this Government on the
subject of social security. I suppose
that both of them are legitimate. But
fundamentally, there are those who
feel that there shouid not be a soclal
gecurity system, that there should be
some kind of means tested welfare
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program which might be called social
security. But there is a fundamental
difference between a soclal insurance
program that guarantees to its mem-
bers that as they contribute and as
they are blanketed in, they have a
right under & social compact.
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That I belleve is the early theory of
soclal security.

Now. it Is perfectly legitimate for
people whose predecessors fought
against the soclal security system in
the thirtles to say today that the
social security system should be differ-
ent, that it should be and is in effect a
need-orfented program, purely and
simply.

I do not have any objection to that
argument. It is here. It is with us. But
it is terribly important that the people
of the country begin to look at that ar-
gument and the meaning of the diffex-
en't points of view.

I very strongly hold to the notion
that I described as a soclal security
system, a social insurance compact,
not means tested, except in a very,
very limited degree, but designed to be
sensible, fair and contributory.

I want to serve notice on everybody
in the institution—and I have never
done this before—that the Rules Com-
mittee and its chairman are going to
be involved in the legislative process

on this. There is not going to be any,

more of blanketing this issue into gen-

- eral legislation.

Those of my colleagues who do not
understand what that means should

‘consult with those who are experts in

procedure because it is going to be
very difficult to consider the necessary
package to cure the problems of the
social security system without having
a rule on the bill that does it.

I happen to believe that there are
problems in the system, short-range
‘problems and long-range problems. I
happen to belleve that we have to
arrive at legitimate, fair compromises
to achieve the desired result, and
those compromises range all the way
from making up the deficit from the
general fund to drastically curtailing
benefits glready committed.

I just want to give the shape of the
distance that there is between the
sides and to assure the Members on
both sides that the Rules- Committee
is going to attempt to see to it that
this matter is dealt with fairly as to
the different points of view, and fun-
damentally fairly to .the weakest in
this land who could easily be the vic-
tims of changes, well intentioned per-
haps, but unwise.

That is the only reason that we went
through this exercise is to make it
very, very clear that there is going to
be no cute play on this matter. It is
going to bé dealt with very carefully,
with due consldetation for the system
that the House provides, a system of
committees, broken down Into subcom-
mittees, that the legislative process is
going to be honored in every way, an
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it is going t0 be honored in all of 1t,s
details. And one of those details gives
to the Rules Committee a particular
function and the Rules Commiitee is
golng to exercise that function in this
particular matter with a great deal of
care. That is not a threat. It is not a
promise. It is a statement of fact.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from [linels (Mr. MicueL) {s recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given
permission $o revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MICEEL. Mr. Spesker, here we
are again on this very sensitive issue
of social security. I must confess that I
have not exactly been beseeched for
requests on my side 0 speak in opposi-
tion to what the thrust of this bill is
here today.

But recognizing the responsibility
for what it is, I should like to make &
few observations, then yield to those
Members who similarly weuld ke to
express themselves.

It might surprise some Members of
this bedy to learn that this Member,
as outspoken as he has been on this
and other issues when he was a junior
Congressman, was one of the original
sponsors of legislation to tie social se-
curity benefits to the cost-of-living
index three Congresses befere we ae-
tually adopted it, because I was 80 sick
and tired of the bidding war that went
on between parties on who was going
to vote the biggest increase in any
given year.

Incidentally, regarding the eost-of-
living index, it takes us about 8 or 7

- years to devise revisions of that index.

It rankles me no end that it takes so
long. By the time we get-the index re-
vised to reflect new figures, they are’
already obsclete. But those are the
facts of life. But as I said, Mel Laird,
Jack Betts, who used to serve on our
Whays and Means Committee, and
had talked about tying thé social secu-
rity system to the cost-of-living index
for some time, so I do not ceme $o the
well of the House today as one ingensi.
tive to the social security problem and
the need to keep it solvent o that
people will continue to receive the
benefits to which they are entitied.

I must confess that in those earlier
days, we had never dreamed there
would be the type of double digit infla-
tion we have experienced during the
past few years. I would be the first to
admit today that in view of recent -
trends, the existing - cost-of-living
index now somewhat Iinaccurately
measures the actual cost of living for
most of those over 65.. The housing
and medical components in particular
produce distortions that should be eor-
rected.

But be that as it may, I would like to
address myself now to the particular
issue of minimum benefits, what is in-
volved, and why we think there can be
some modification in what is con.
tained in reconciliation.
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We have until March 1 of next year
in which we can act affirmatively to
redress any grievances that we feel
ought to be addressed.

Now, as my colleagues know, the
minimum benefit involves roughly 3
million of our people. However, 1 mil-
lion of those are only technical benefi-
ciarles of the minimum benefit who
are actually receiving today much
more than the minimum, and we
ought to understand that. Their bene-
fits would not change one dime if we
eliminate the minimum benefit re-
quirement.

We have an additional 450,000
people who are currently receiving
benefits from a Federal retirement
system, one of the most lucrative in
the country, as well as the minimum
benefit. These are not needy people
with no other place to go.

Fifty thousand more have retired
spouses receiving benefits from the
Federal retirement system as well as
the minimum benefit. .

Thirty thousand other recipients
have working spouses earning an aver-
age of $21,000 annually.

Still another 200,000 are receiving an
amount equal to the minimum benefit
as a result of what they have paid into
social security, so their monthly check
would not change one dime.

And that is why the President comes
down quite hard, to try to make the
differentiation between those who ac-
tually earned a benefit as distin-
guished from those who have not
earned it, but simply got blanketed in
through the minimum provision.

In my judgment, we ought not to
have that drag on the trust fund. We
ought to take care of the needy
through other programs, such as SSI,
even If these programs have to be
modified to make sure no one falls
through the cracks.

Continuing with the breakdown of
minimum benefit recipients, there are
500,000 recipients receiving supple-
mental security income benefits as
well as the minimum, and the way the
SSI benefits are figured their SSI
checks would increase to make up for
what they lose from minimum bene-
fits. In other words, their monthly
checks would not change one dime.

The key diference here is that the
flat minimum benefit under the Social
Security Act is, as I said, a real drag on
the trust fund, while the benefits from
SSI are drawn from the Internal Reve-
nue.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired. o

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yleld
myself 5 additional minutes.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, the point
I would like to make, and I appreciate
the gentleman’s sentiment and his ef-
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forts to improve this system over the
years, and commend him for it; I think
the cost-of-living-increase benefit that
was put in, while a costly provision,
was an equitable one, and I think he
has been a leader on the other side of
the aisle in terms of the issue on that
basis.

I would like to point out that the
minimum benefit has been with this
system for as long as it has existed. It
started out at $10 in the late 1930’s.
The fact of the matter is that if we
look at the benefits, whether they are
earned or not earned, I submit to the
gentleman that many aspects of the

.Soclal security program are engaged in

so far as like an insurance benefit. I
think that is the context in which we
ought to look at the minimum.

I think the gentleman is fully aware
that there is a freeze starting in 1979
on that minimum in whick to calcu-
late benefits. That was a responsible
thing that we had.

I appreciate the gentleman ylelding
and appreciate his comments on that
subject.

Mr. MICHEL. Let me just go on to
say on that point that many beneficia-
ries, if we do not change the rules, will
be eligible for benefits in 1982 at age
65 who pald in less than $68 in lifetime
social security taxes, an amount that
they can recoup, mind you, in only 12
days. I have found, in talking to work-
ers in my district—and I have a highly
unionized constituency in Peoria—that
they are rather incensed over the fact
that those pecple who contributed
into the trust fund ever a long period
of years and actually . earued that
income, are being somewhat jeopard-
ized by those who contributed so little;
al: a matter of fact, practically noth-

g.

So, this is the kind -of thing I would
like to change and adjust, and do it in
& manner, hopefully, in which we will
not do violence to anyone who actual-
ly has no other place to turn for some
minimum benefit.

I would like to say too that on the
average & husband and wife getting an
initial minimum beneift in 1982 would
be pald more than $100,000 during
their retirement thereafter, taking the
actuarial figures into account from the
social security trust funds, which is
about 300 times what they paid in. Ob-
viously, that kind of benefit would not
have been earned.

Incidentally did you know . that
35,000 social security minimum benefi-
claries live outside the United States.

And finally, there are 200,000 others
who are adult students or the minor
children of those recelving Federal
pensions, whose need for the mini-
mum benefit has to come under ques-
tion.

These people account for 2.7 million
of the 3 million.

‘Now if my arithmetic is still good,
that leaves 300,000 recipients with a
real problem.

It is in this category where the ques-
tion of need may be most legitimate. It
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is at this juncture where we must
decide whether it is prudent to restore
the entire minimum benefit provisicns
or find some other means of meeting
the needs of those in this category.

We are talking abou!{ pcople who
may not qualify for supplementai se-
curity income benefits because they
have cash or liquid resources in excess
of $1,500 or $2,25¢ for & coupie.

It could be argued that even though
these individuals may have assets of
this size, and do not qualify for SSI,
that they still have legitimeate need for
Federal assistance. I would not argue
that point.

I am inclined to think that the
means test for SSI eligibility Is tco
stringent. After all, it was established
back in 1972. The economy hag
changed since then.

Congress has done nothing to up-
grade the mcans test, desplte massive
increases in the cost of lving. Adjust-
ing the cash assets level would be one
way of making sure minlmum benefit

, reciplents do not glip through the

cracks.

It woud be far wiser and far more
prudent to provide an additional $180
million or so in this regard than it
would to dump $7 billion back into the
minimum benefit provisions of the
8Bocial Security Act.

It should be noted here that the
value of one’s house does not count fn
determining SSI eligibility. A person
could own a $200,000 house fully paid
for, and still be eligible for S&L. o Iot
nobody claim that the eiderly will be
forced to sell their homes.

A person can own an automobile
valued up to $4,500, and household
furnishing worth up to $2,000, and stili
be eligilbe for SSI.

I should also point out that the rec-
onciliation conference report contains
special language making minimum
benefit recipients between ages 52 and
64 eligible for SSI. Under current law,
you have to be age 65 before being eli-
gible. This will help to prevent people
in this age group from falling through-
the cracks.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yleld?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Mr. Speaker, ¥ ap-
plaud the gentleman, who for o many
years has shown leadership in this dif-
ficult area, and of course I stand with
him on his position.

I think, if I understand what the
gentleman is saying, to tie it with the
words coming from the gentleman
who is the chairman of the Rules
Committee, the unearned benefit is re-
pugnant to the idea of an insurance
fund, and you cannot have an insur-
ance fund that benefits in the same
manner and same amount people who
do not pay in proportion. That is not
consistent with the idea of an insur-
ance fund, and it seems econsistent
with the idea of an insurance fund the
efforts of the gentleman in the well, in
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foet, to remove the minimum pay-
ments from those pezople who in fact
do not contribute in terms of premi-
ums (o the Insurance fund. So, I think
what the gentleman in the well 18
saying I8 perfectly consistent with the
chalrmmen of the Rules Committee’s
notion of an insurance fund. .

Mr, MICHEL. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s eontribution,

Mg, OAKAR. Mr, Speakzer, will the
mentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL, [ yield to the gentle-
woeman from Ohlo.

Mo, OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman uses that philosophy of
earned right, dees he reslize that he is
pgolng to eut ouvt many, many women
who ere eligible for social security be-
esuse of the dependent spouse benefif,
because they felt that heving an
option, as we want all women to have,
to be & homemoker, ralse children,
golng o and out of the labor force 0
raise children and so forth, that their
ceconomic comtributien te o mearriege
wos to Be o good mother, if the gentle-
men uses that phllesophy, then ¥ wang
to tell him as of now that he is cutting
out about 30 percent of the future and
current reclplents,

I really think thet Is very, very serl-
oug, emd X think women ought to be
very concerned. Some of us want o
correct the inequities that occurred
for merried women who do work, who
peld into the system, and indeed are
entitied to o better benefit. That is an-
other issue, but Is not marriage an eco-
nomic partnership also? Is the gentles
man really saylng—end I hope he i3
not—that he feels that anyone who
has not contributed, even if the spouse
contributed, that they should not get
social security benefits?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Illinols
[has again expired. .

Mr. MICHEL., Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

I have noted the gentiewoman’s re-
marks from time to time, and I am not
sure it is only confined to women, but
I think we are In an ares now where
we are recognizing even in the Social
Security Act and beyond, the equality
of women.

Ms. OAKAR. I am not speaking of
the equality of women.

Mr, MICHEL. I want to_say that
again we heve an option to deal with
this fssue prospectively. We could, for
example, grandfather in those that
are currently im, and talk about the
future, but not lock ourselves in so sol-
idly today that we have got no place to
turn. My feeling is that those mem-
bers whe serve on the Subcommittee
on Social Security Revision, whether
they are on the gentlewoman’s side or
on our side, ought not to be deprived
of the leeway necessary to put togeth-
er & good package. Chances are, when
that package comes forward this gen-
tleman Is going to be supporting it, but
I do not went to see those efforts
really inhibited by some precipitous
action today simply because we are
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piqued that we did not get our way
one way or ancther in this overall om-
nibus reconciliation package.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, ¥ yield
§ minutes o the distinguished gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. PEPPER).

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House, I think we will all
agree that perhapa the cruelest thing
that an adult can do is to deceive a
child, to make him a promise you do
not intend to keep; shaking the confi-
dence that he reposes in his elders.

I would say it is comparable in
wrong to meke a promise we do not
expect to be kept to the elderly of this
couptry who are involved in this
matter we discuss today, over two-
thirds of whom are above 70 years of
age, over half s million of whom are
above 80 years of age, many of whom
are above 90 years of age, and some
shove 189 years of age.

They want to know, as they are sit-

ting, many of them, in their loneliness

and listening to the telecast of what
we say or reading the press tomorrow
reporting on what we heve done, what
did we mean by what we did? Are we
in good faith teday in voting & resolu-
tion, not expressing the sentiment of
the Congress, but legislating as & part
of the constitutional legislative proc-
ess of America, repudiating a part of
the reconciliation resolution which
will soon be adopted, denying fto
3,160,000 elderly Americans the mini-
mum social gecurity benefit they now
recelve?

There were many of us who were
very much indisposed to follow the
leadership of the distinguished chair-
man of the Rules Committee because
we knew that he too had to move
against his conscience to do what he
thought was the honorable thing for
us to observe, an agreement made in
respect to this reconciliation resclu-
tion by the leadership of both of our
parties,
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We agreed in the Rules Committee
yesterday that we would support that
leadership and would not attempt to
bring out a rule that would allow the
amendment of the reconciliation reso-
lution to strike out the prohibition
against the receipt of these minimum
social security benefits by the elderly
of America. But we chose to follow the
alternative route that was so ably pre-
sented here by our distinguished
chairman of the Rules Committee to
have a separate resolution of legisla-
tive meaning and purport, casting the
vote of this House, the people’s House,
that we were adamantly opposed—and,
i believe, by a big majority vote—to
the inclusion in the law of the feature
of the reconciliation resolution that
would otherwise make a prohibition
against these people recelving this
minimum benefit after March 1 of
next year.

Now, the question is what is going to
happen in the other body. Are we
really meaning that we are expecting
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the other body to concur with us in
this important matter, or is this a
ploy?

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PEPPER. Is this a ploy to de-
ceive the elderly of America, that the
House of Representatives is going to
pass it but with the understanding
that the Senate will put it by and, as
one Member said, let it pend and pend
and pend?

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, wiil the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PEPPER. So I ask the distin-
guished minority leader, will the faith
of his President and the faith of his
party, if this House today adopts this
resolution teday, be behind the affirm-
ative action of the Senate on this reso-
lution, are they in concurrence with
what we do?

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, of course, the
gentleman, who once served over in
the other body with such distinction,
knows that there are Members over
there, I am sure, who are just as sensi.
tive as he is about this particular
issue, and I would suspect, while they
may not be in a position, because of
the urgency of the time today and the
weekend, to resolve the issue, they
know that this is a vehicle for what I
expect to be some significant change
or adjustment in social security pro-
grams, whether it is short range or
long range or in cne part or another.

I am confident that the bill simply is
not going to be languishing over there
with no action whatsoever, because
there will be the same pressure over
there to which the gentleman is refer-
ring.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, the
Aging Committee this morning, on the
motion of the ranking minority
member, Mr. RINALDO, unanimously
got adopted a resolution that the
whole Aging Committee of both par-
ties supported this resolution and
called upon the President and the
leadership of the. Senate to support
the pending resolution. I would hope
that the minority leadership in this
House would do the same thing. Let us
support this meaningful resolution
pending and eall upon our colleagues
in the other body to concur with us
and the overwhelmingly sentiment of
the people of the country.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. PePPER) has expired.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, may I
ask the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
BorrinGg) if he will yield me 1 more
minute?

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I regret
to say to my friend, the gentieman
from Florida (Mr. PEPPER), that I have
no more time to yield. .

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes - to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOoUNG).
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr, Speak-
er, I have the privilege of representing
a county in Florida that has 250,000
people who get social security checks
every month. I have to say in their
behalf that we appreciate the fact
that Congress and the administration
are taking a very close look at the
problems of the system. It is esential
that we discuss the problems of the
system and what we are going to do,
not only to protect those who are pres-
ently receiving social security but also
to protect those who are going*to re-
ceive social security in the future.

We appreciate the fact that the
President of the United States has
called attention to the problems in the
system because they are many. As we
listen to the debate of our leader, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL),
we know the information he presents
is accurate. Of course we also know
that there are a lot of arguments in
this matter which need airing. There
are obviously people in the system
who have not earned their benefits.
We know that. There are others who
actually have no real need for their
social security checks. But Mr. Speak-
er, let me speak to say for the millions
of Americans who need their social se-
curity and who have earned them.

I want to focus my comments today
on the thought presented by the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING)
when he talked about the need to ap-
proach social security in a sound, busi-
nesslike fashion, not haphazardly, not
as part of some reconciliation bill, not
as an amendment tc some other bill,
but to approach the entire problem,
on its own, in a very realistic way. I
can say this to all of my colleagues on
‘both sides of the aisle, that if we do
not do that, if we choose to do a little
today and a little tomorrow and we
drop a few hints here and there, or
there is a little speculation, we fright-
en people.

Some of those 250,000 in my area
who receive social security checks
came to my area from your areas.
They are your constituents as well as
mine, and I think we have an obliga-
tiop to them.

We have an obligation to the 90-
year-old lady I talked to last week who
is not going to lose anything under
any of the plans we talk about today,
but she fears that she is. She does not
understand the things we are talking
about. She thinks that many of these
cuts have already taken place, al-
though they have not.

The point is that if we do not do this

right, if we do not do it as spelled out

by the chairman of the Rules Commit-
tee in a realistic fashion, we are going
to scare people to death, and they de-
serve better than that.

Now, consider this 90-year-old lady
who came to my district from one of
your districts and who has no family;
she is by herself. She fears for her life.
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And because of the way the socigal ge-
curity has been handled, she is not
sure whether she is going to get that
social secur{ty check at the end of the
month or not. We cannot do that to
her; she deserves better than that. She
is representative of many people who
live today and survive todey only be-
cause of their social security checks.
So I say to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BorLring), let us do what he
said. Let us approach this problem of

.social security in & realistic way. Let us

not {righten the people with a lot of
speculation and & lot of possibiiities.
Let us get down to business and solve
the problems, not in & haphazard fasi-
ion, and not as a rider or amendment
buried in some other legislative vehi-

cle that might be working lta WAy

through Congress.

IMr. Speaker, this is 8 serious matter.
Those who do not -work on a day-te-
day basis with these older Americans
who in fact are surviving because they
have a social security income, cannot
realize the panic that goes through
some of their minds when they read &
headiine story that says social security
is going bankrupt or that social secu-
rity programs are going to be cut and
they might not get their checks.

That is just not going to happen. X
know that Congress is not going to let
it happen, and s0 do you. I know the

“President is not going to let that-

happen, and so do you.

So, Mr. Speaker, I say to the Mem-
bers, let us approach this issue in & re-
sponslble way and quit scaring t&ae

. older people of America.

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me comment
on the bill before us, a bill presented
here to undo the piecemeal tampering
with social security which occurres in
the reconciliation bill.

Mr. Speaker, the action we are about
to take will not only maeaintain the
minimum social security benefits for 3
million Americans, more importantly,
it will allow a great many senior citi-
zens 0 maintain a sense of pride and
dignity.

As the representative of more than
250,000 social security recipients, I
know how proud these men and
women who built our Nation through
their hard work are to now be able to
retire and receive a monthly return on
the money they contributed to social
security throughout their long years
of work. It has been said many times
in the past few weeks that the recipi-
ents of the minimum social security
benefit are receiving unearned bene-
fits, because for some reason they
were not able to work enough years to
collect a full share.

It has also been said that these men
and women who will lose their mini-
mum benefit will be able to make up
the loss through supplemental secu-
rity income, & Federal welfare pro-
gram for the needy. However, Mr.
Speaker, although financially these
people will be receiving the same
amount of money, there is 8 very great
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differznce In the actnal checks fhey
will receive.

The green social security cheils are
8 symbol of income zetired workers
earned through yesrs of L wiatle
the gold-colored welfare ch: fie 8
symbel of an unearned (lovernwment
hendout.,

- Mr. Speaker, the soctal gecurity re-

‘ciplents of our Natior esch moonth

proudly take (o the bank theiv gréen
checks—the symbol of hard work. I%
would be a serious blow o the digully
of those recipients who would be
forced to go on Lhe roliz ef weifare 0
receive the same monetasy banefits,

Statistics I have obiained from the
8ocial Security Subcommitter show
just how proud these older Amerfeans
are, More then 500,000 recipients of
the minimum benefit are now eligible
fer suppilemental security income be-
ocause the benefits they receive are stiil.
too low to make ends raeet. However;
Mr. Speaker, they have been too
proud ta apbly for supplementai secu-
rity income because they do not wané
to spend the remaining years of their
lives on welfare.

It would be unfair for us to elimi--
nate the miniraum benefit and foree
these 500,000 people, many in their
seventies, eclghtles, and nineties to
swallow their pride and spend the re-
maining years of thelr iives on the wel-
fare rolis.

The actiom we take today, Mr.
Speaker, wiil allow a great many older
Americans to live out their fipal years
with dignity and there is no dollar
figure we can ever put on that.

And again, Mr. Speaker, to everyone
involved in the great debate on social
security, let us be reponsible in how
we approach the issue, let us not
creste fear and panic in the hearts of
many Americans, let us not approach
this great issue in 2 hdaphazard fashion -
as an afterthought to some other bill.
Let us reseive this matter in a respon-
sible way that wiil bring credit {0 this
Congress and a feeling of security for
our older friends and neighbors.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? )

Mr. YOUNG cf Flerida. I yield o
the gentlemean from Florida.

(Mr. NELSON asked and was given
permission $0 revise ami extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NELSON. Mr, Speaker, E want-

.to thank the gentlemen from Fio
(Mr. Younag) for his comments.

concur with the gentleman and ass0-
ciate myself with his comments, Mp.
Speaker, I rise in support of the bili.

1 support the bill to preserve the
$122 minimum meonthly coclal seeurity
benefit. This proposai is & vehicic to
express the overwhelming support in
the House to the Senate. The Senate
should listen to this mandnte and sct
accordingly.

This bill is mede necessary beeause
the budget reconcilisticn bl backed
by President Reagan, inciuded the
President’s request for elimination of
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this minimuna monthly benefit. At the
time of comsideration of the budget,
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
Jowrs), the chalrman of the Budget
Committee, had requested the oppor-
tunity to offer an amendment that
would have restored the $122 mini-
mum monthiy benefit. I supported Mr.
Jones’ request, but it failed by a razor-
thin margin of 212 to 215.

The overall budget reconciliation bill
which cut $44-billion of Federal spend-
ing ond which I supported, contained
some spending cuts with which I did
not agree--the $122 minimum month-
ly benefit belng one of the items.
Therefore, I am grateful to the gentle-
man from Missourl (Mr. BoLLinG) for
offering this bill in order to let the
House express &gain its opposition to
this social security cut.

This cut recommended by the ad-
ministration would affect 3 million el-
derly Americans—1.8 million who are
poor senior citizens, and rely on this
monthly $122 check for bare subsist-
ence, It Is unfalir to cut those less for-
tunate in our society.

I strongly urge adoption of this leg-
isiation.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute,

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. BOLLING. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

(Mr. BIAGGI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
lend my support of the pending bill
which as I understand would restore
the minlmum benefit payment under
soclal security for an estimated 3.1
million elderly for whom it will expire
on February 28, 19832, -

I not only urge my colleagues here
to pass this bill today but more impor-
tantly, I consider it incumbent on the
Senate of the United States to also
move expeditiously on final passage.
Indications are that the Senate may
be inclined tc have the legisiation lan-
guish in the Finance Committee, I
contend that an indication of support
from the President would motivate the
Senate to act with equal dispatch on
this proposal.

What is at stake here—is the eco-
nomic security of over 3 million elder-
ly Americans. If we fail to act expedi-
tiously and approve this bill, we will
have the unfortunate place in history
of belng the first session of Congress
to ever have spproved a reduction in
soclal security benefits for existing re-
ciplents. :

I contend that the suffering, in
human terms, will far outweigh any
cost savings which might be achieved
in eliminating the minimum social se-
curity benefit. The administration, in
proposing this elimination on top of
massive budget cuts in this and other
programs of direct help to the poor el-
derly, has shown that its economic
policies are clearly more callous than
compessionate.
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It is outrageous that approval of
elimination of the minimum benefit
was done without regard for the
impact of this elimination on those
individuals who depend on this as
their sole or primary source of income.
I did not support this elimination and
opposed it every step of the way, In-
cluding my opposition to the so-called
Gramm-Latta I and Gramm-Latta II
budget proposals authored by the ad-
ministration. ’

What will happen to these people
after February 28 if this minimum
benefit is eliminated? Certainly a fair
number of beneficlaries can be trans-
ferred to SSI, but clearly not all of
them can., A U.S. General Accounting
Office survey of minimum benpefit re-
ciplents could not account for other
sources of 26 percent of beneficiaries.
This means that as many as 750,000
poor, older Americans could lose their
minimum benefit on February 28 with
no alternative source of income,

As. one who voted -consistently
against the Reagan budget proposals,
including the reconciliation bill which
contains the elimination of the mini-
mum benefit, I fervently hope that
Congress will see the error of its way
and restore these vital benefits. To do
anything less will make us accomplices
to one of the most grievous injustices
ever perpetrated against the elderly of
this Nation.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
in support of this legislation before us
and provide 3 million Americans who
rely upon this minimum benefit the
guarantee that they deserve—that we
will not take away from them that
which they worked g6 hard, so long to

earn.

Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, wili
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Puerto Rico.

(Mr. CORRADA asked z2nd was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

"Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 4321, & bill intro-
duced by Mr. BoLrLing t0 amend the
Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 to
restore minimum benefits under the
Social Security Act.

If passed, this bill will repeal section
2201 of the Budget Reconciliation Act
of 1981 which repeals the minimum
benefit provisions of the Social Secu-
rity Act, thus restoring those provi-
sions to the law.

Mr. Speaker, this bill wiil correct a
great injustice that would otherwise
be prepetrated against more than 2
million of our elderly, disabled, blind,
widows, and other social security bene-
ficlaries who are now receiving the
minimum benefit payments -of $122
per month.

In Puerto Rico there are more than
100,000 social security penioners who
receive the minimum benefit pay-
ments whose pensions would be se-
verely and drastically reduced if this
bill is not enacted. In the case of
Puerto Rico, the elimination of the

monthly mirimum payments of the
social security programs would be even
more severe than in the 50 States
simply because these pensioners in
Puerto Rico will not be able to avail
themselves of benefits under the sup-
plemental security income program
(SSI) because the SSI benefits have
not been extended to the residents of
Puerto Rico. ;

Puerto Rico is subject to the pay-
ment of social security taxes and our
employers and employees contribute
to the social security fund with their
payroll deductions and the payments
of these taxes since the year 18561,

Many of our pensioners, because we
did not come within this program until
1951 have made contributions that
only allow them to receive the mini-
mum benefits, and others have made
contributions that allow them to be
eligible only for the minimum benefits
because their wages and salaries were
below Federal minimum wages for
many years. Consequently, I fully sup-
port H.R. 4331 so that we ¢an restore
the minimum benefit payments under
the Social Security Act to more than 2
million Americans in the. United
States mainland and more than
100,000 Puerto Ricans, who as Amer}-
can citizens, should be entitled to
these benefits. I urge my colleagues to
pass this bill today.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 8

- minutes to the gentleman from Texas

(Mr. GRAMM),

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. :

1 would like today to talk about
minimum benefits and about what we
did in reconciliation and why it is im-
portant. I am not trying to change
anybody’s mind. I know that virtually
everybody is going to vote for this leg-
isiation. I am going to vote against it.
But what I am trying to do here today
is clarify the issue.

I think it is important to note what
the minimum benefit is, where it came
from, and what it represents. In 1839
we established the minimum benefit
at $10 a month. The idea was that a
lot of people had a long work history
before we ever set up social security,
and that we would pay them & mini-
mum benefit if they paid anything
into social security.

In 1974 we set up SSI, and SSI was
aimed at providing supplemental
income to people who were needy. At
that point the logic of the minimum
benefit was really eliminated for two
reasons. No. 1, there were very few
people working who had significant
participation in the labor market prior
to 1939; and, second, anybody who met
a needs-test and an assets test, which

excluded things like the value of one’s

house, the value of one’s car, and a
reasonable amount of savings and in-
surance, could qualify for SSI. Today
anybody meeting the criteria of SSI
receives almost three times a5 much as
they do from minimum benefits.
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We hear & 1ot of people talk about
the poor widow who is going to lose
miniraum benefits as a result of the
ection taken by the committee. We
hear talk about 3 million needy people
being terminated. I do not believe Iam

. going to change anybody’s mind, but I
- would like to have as part of the

record what the facts are, and here, to
the best of my ability to determine the
tacts, 1s what we are talking about.

0 1230

According to the General Account-
ing Office there are 3 million people
who are drawing minimum benefits,
part of it earned, part of it unearned.
The average minimum beneficiary is
due $62 a month from what they paid
into soctal security, $60 less per month
than the $122 minimum benefit.

Four hundred and fifty thousand
people drawing the minimum benefit
have an average KFederal retirement
pension which exceeds $16,000 a year.

These are people that worked a. few -

quarters under social security and are
now drawing a minimum benefit in ad-
dition to their Federal retirement pro-

gram.

The budget reconctliation would nbt
deny them a dime that they have
earned, but it would deny them & sup-

plemental payment which they are

not entitled to, which they did not
earn, and which by any needs test
they do not need.

Ancther 50,000 people on the soclal
security minimum benefit have retired
spouses that draw pensions exceeding
an average of $18,500 a year. They will
continue to draw the benefits that
they are due based on the a.mount
they pald in.

Three hundred thousand people
drawing the minimum benefit today
have ' spouses that have an average
annual income which exceeds $21,100
a year. The reconciliation bill would
not deny them & dime they are due
from soclal security, but it will elimi-
nate an uriearned supplemental pay-
ment.

In total, we are talking about 800,000
people whose unearned supplements
in the form of minimum benefits will
be terminated under this amendment.
‘An additional one million people will
be unaffected who now draw the mini-
mum benefits, because under the
spouse rule they get the minimum
benefit, plus a supplemental social se-
curity benefit, bringing them to half
their spouses’ earnings. The supple-
ment will go up as the minimum goes
down, and they will be unaffected.

What frightens me here today, Mr.
Speaker, is, not that we are talking
about cutting benefits to needy

people. We have clearly targeted a re-.

duction in unearned benefits to people
who do not meet the needs test of the
SSI and who have not earned the
benefits they are pald. The President
has cornmitted to set up a special pro-
cedure to be sure nobody falls through
the cracks, to be sure that we can
monitor the transition for the people
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who will qualify for SSI. What fright-
ens me here is that we cannot deal ra-
tionally with this issue—one that af-
fects the financial viability of the
social security system—because it is so
emotional. That, I think, is a real in-
dictment of the democratic process
and of this body.

I thank the gentleman for ylelding.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PICKLE).

(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

. Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, if the
debate we are having today, which is
emotional, somewhat factual, and con-
siderably political, is any portent of
the difficulties we will have in trying
to forge a social security reform bill
best for the American people, theén I
say it is a cause for melancholy, par-
ticularly for those on the subcommit-
tee which must produce some kind of
a bill that will be fair.

The bill before us now does not ad-
dress what should happen regarding
those coming on the minimum benefit
roll in the future—as my subcommit-
tee has done previously and done
unanimously.

Yesterday I introduced legislation to
restore the original subcommittee po-
sition on the minimum benefit. I will
continue to urge that position. I seek
the cooperation of the Members of
this House and ask them to cosponsor
it with me. '

The basic problem here is that the
committee process has been abrogated.
It was abrogated in the passage of
Gramm-Latta II, and it is further cir-
cumvented here today. It is untimely
procedure and in many ways, Mr.
Chairman, this is a House out of
order.

Yet I recognize that this action
today is an expected way for Members
to protest again the minimum benefit
cut. In all likelihood, the fact is that
when all of this is over it will still be
up to the committee to follow through
and settle the issue, both for the past
and for the future.

The retrospective elimination of the

minimum benefit is an abomination. It
was a grievous error and it ought to be
corrected. But more than repeated
votes, accompanied by much noise and
clamor, the elderly of this land need
calm and steady hands tending to the
overall problem of the social security
system.

In social security it is so important
that we do the right thing, not just
what makes us feel righteous.

I know In the view of the political
pundits social security may pe the
main thing going for Members of Con-

gress, but social security is the main .

thing some of our elderly people have
going for them as well, and that is far
more important.

I implore the Members to keep this
in mind as we address this and other
social security issues In the weeks
ahead. It is important to try to think
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of what is best for our elderly citizens
and not what we want with respect to
any particular amendment.

Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvanis. Mr,
Speaker, will the gentleman yiela?

Mr. PICKLE,. I yield te the gentle-

‘man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.,

There are two points I think lmpor-
tant to correct in this debate. There
may be some misimpressions.

One is SSI is clearly a welfare bene-
fit. Second, there is 2 mistaken impres-
sion that people receiving, current re-
cipients of the minimum benefit some-
how receive in terms of a relationship
between pay-in and pay-out more com-
pared to those people who ar¢c not
minimum benefit recipients, who also
during the life of the system, in fact
practically everyone on the system re-
ceived more in benefits than they paid
in, In taxes, over the life of their re-
celving benefits.

I would like to read just one thing
briefly from the sociai security bulle-
tin:

The dreaded stigma asseciated with de-
pendence on welfare does not seem to have
been eliminated by the switch from State-
administered programs to SSI. Nonpartici-
pants were more consistently likely to
report that they will never accept welfare.

There will not be a proper replace-
ment for those people currenily on
minimum benefits that need that to
live, and that is an important point.

Mr. PICKLE. The gentleman is cor-
rect. There are over 500,000 er 600,000
people that we know will not apply for
SSI, and we know it, and it would be
cruel to assume they will.

.Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, wiil
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PICKLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. CONABILE).

(Mr. CONABLE asked end was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONABLE. I agree with pauch
the gentleman in the well said. 1t is
important that we preserve the role of
the House in needed reforms for social
security. Nobody is more convinced of
the need for reform, I know, than the
gentleman in the well.

It is ironic, than, that passage of trio
retreat on the speedier phase-down 6f
the social security minimum will give
the Senate a vehicle te which major
reform of the system can be attached,
with the result that once again the
people’s branch may lose an initiative
on which the people depend for the
short and long terma selving of the
system. I pledge my best efforts for
real reform of social seeming. This
separate vote on the minimum Wworks
against such reform, substantively,
procedually and politically.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentlemen from New
York (Mr. Wgiss).

(Mr. WEISS asked and was glven
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. WEISS. I thank my distin-
yuished colleague for yielding.

I wholeheartedly support this effort
‘0 restore the social security minimum
senefits.:

I want to commemd and compliment
')he -distinguished chairman of the
Rules Committee for the statement
;hat he made at the opening of this
iebate. I hope that in the future he
vill follow the same line of thinking
ind the same course of action when it
:omes not just to social security but to
1l) other legislation such as those hun-
Ireds of measures which have been
'plled inte one bill in the course of
his reconeiliation process.

The basic mistake was made at the
seginning in the consideration of
Jramm-Latta. We allowed the basic
srocesses of this House to be turned
nto & travesty. Those entrusted with
afeguarding of this institution,
lrough a misguided sense of accom-
nodation unwittingly rolled over and
slayed dead for Ronald Reagan. By
loing s0 an injustice was done not just
0 the membership of this House but
0 the entire American people.
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We have legislation packed into a
300k of over 600 pages that nobody
185 read In its entirety. We are going
© be asked to vote on that today. I
iope that we are never put in that po-
iition again. I hope the gentleman will
e glven the support in his committee
0 make sure that we do not in the
uture exceed the bounds of the
3udget Act.

‘Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
! minutes to the distinguished major-
ty leader (Mr. WRIGHT).

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I hope
ve will pass this bill by an overwhelm-
ng vote. By doing that we will send a
nessage te the Senate that we expect
hem to act expeditiously.

Most of the 3 million people who re-
eive this minimum benefit are old
nid most of them are poor. Many of
hem have been domestic workers
vho, for many years, were not covered
)y social security. That is the reason
ome qualify for the minimum benefit,
iecause the number of quarters under
vhich they. were covered was limited.
Jthers. were homemakers and moth-
rs. Some were religious workers. Few
ndeed are affluent.

I could scarcely believe my ears
vhen one of those speaking against
his bill suggested that most of these
yeople, or a great many of them, had
10 moral entitlement from the Gov-
syriment to more than $62 a month. I
annot really believe that any of us in
. humane sense of fairness would
each that conclusion with today's
rices.

I could hardly believe that any of us
vould ask them to abandon their
ightful entitiement, swallow their
lignity, and go with tin cups in hand
© subject themselves t0 a needs test
vhich would cut off at $284 a month
wr at $1,500 of assets.
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I think we need to preserve for our
elderly the dignity that we promised
them when we created the social secu-
rity program. That is little enough.
This program can be maintained in an
actuarially sound way. This Congress
will maintain its actuarially integrity,
and that can be done without reneging
on our pledge, on our clear promise to
these millions of Americans who now
cannot be given back those years of
their lives. The only way we can keep
our commitment is to maintain good
faith in what they have been led to
expect they will receive.

So I hope we will pass this bill by an
overwhelming vote and reestablish in
no uncertain terms the good faith that
this Government owes to America’s
elderly. )

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ma.ssachusetts (Mr.
CONTE).

- (Mr. CONTE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) !

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, these last
several weeks-of dealing with budget
and tax matters have been most trying
on all of us. The Congress has worked
its will on a host of measures we hope
will revitalize our economy and
strengthen our productive sector.

During consideration of the first
concurrent budget resolution and the
omnibus reconciliation bill, we gave
the new President much of what he
wants. However, in the omnibus recon-
ciliation bill, both the House and
Senate inserted provisions which
would eliminate social security mini-
mum benefits; in retrospect, that move
was, I think, a little shortsighted. The
conference locked in this provision
which will now become effective in
February of next year, with the March
1982 social security checks reflecting
the elimination of the benefits.

On July 21, by a vote of 405-13, we
passed House Resolution 181 in an at-
tempt to effect the removal of the
minimum benefit elimination .provi-
sion. That effort was unsuccessful
though because of the Senate’s refusal
to do the same..

Today we have an opportunity, a
second chance if you will, to repeal the
minimum benefit provision before it
takes effect, and perhaps insure that
those 1 million or so retirees between
the ages of 70 and 90 who cannot qual-
ify for supplemental security income
will continue to receive the small $122
per ‘month sum for their remalning
years.

I, like most of the Members of this
body, received a large volume of mail
from elderly constituents asking that
their minimum benefits not be elimi-
nated. These are not people who have
nice pensions and substantial invest-

ments to see them through their re-

maining years. They are, in most
cases, people who live from month to
month in an economy where it is diffi-
cult at best to make ends meet for
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most Americans, let alone those -on
fixed incomes.

I am in agreement with the Presl-
dent on the need to get the Federal
budget under control, and I commend
him for his efforts to take certain
steps toward this end which should
have been taken long ago. But in my
second thoughts on the provisions: of
the reconciliation bill, T think we can
look to other areas of spendlng to
achieve the President’s goal.

In the meantime, let us leave the
minimum benefit intact and show a
little compassion for those on mini-
mum fixed incomes by repealing the
elimination provision. This is what our
elderly constituents asked us to do,
and by a 405-13 vote on July 21, we
agreed that their requests were not
too much to ask for. Let us give this
matter a second chance and vote for
the bill put forth by the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BoLLING).

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such- time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN). .

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4331, to restore social
security minimum benefits by repeal-
ing the section of the Reconciliation
Act that seeks to eliminate these bene-
fits.

Earlier today, we lost an opportunlty
to restore these benefits—the social se-
curity minimum benefits—through a
procedural move. Now we have one
more chance to restore these benefits
for the 2 million elderly Americans
who depend on these-small checks to
meet their most basic needs.

Let us take advantage of this oppor-
tunity to reaffirm our commitment to
maintaining the security of our Na-
tion’s older Americans. I strongly urge
my colleagues to cast their votes today
in favor of the minimum social secu-
rity benefits in order to assist our
senior citizens.

‘I am hopeful that our adoption of
this bill will be followed quickly by
like action in the Senate. In addition, I
urge that we move quickly toward a
full airing of the complex issues sur-
rounding the entire social security
program’s long-term financial stabil-

" ity. This is a matter of utmost impor-

tance to all Americans and it should
be addressed by the proper author-
izing committees in a rational, deliber-
ate, and considered manncr. We must
bring the most appropriate measures
to bear in maintaining the program’s
solvency and assuring all Americans
that the social security benefits they
have earned and that they depend on
will continue to be paid to them with-
out any fear of loss or reduction m
benefits.

However, in the interim, I urge my
colleagues to support H.R. 4331, to
assure our minimum beneficiaries that
they will not be singled out to bear the
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brunt of an arbitrary and unfeeling
budgetary reduction.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. PUR-
SELL).

(Mr. PURSELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the leadership giving us an
gggortunity to act on this matter

a

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
legislation before us to maintain the
minimum benefit under the old age,
- survivors, and disability insurance pro-
gram.

During the year ahead, Congress
must take effective action to insure
the integrity of the social security re-
tirement trust fund. Meanwhile, it is
imperative that & loud signal be sent
throughout the Nation that nothing
will be done to. endanger the benefits
of those currently on social security.
Enactment of this legislation would
send such a signal.

Most beneficiaries of the minimum
payment are women and retired work-
ers over the age of 65. Among retired
workers alone, there are about 1.5 mil-
lion individuals 70 years or older, ap-
proximately 532,000 people 80 or
clder, and about 80,000 beneficiaries
90 or older.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yleld
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs.
ROUKEMA).

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of this motion to remove
the minimum social security benefit
from the reconciliation bill.

Mr. Speaker, I am supporting the
repeal of the elimination of the social
security minimum benefit for one
‘reason. Despite the allegations on
both sides of the aisle and despite the
eloquence with which the program has
been both revered and maligned, at no
time has anyone suggested that the
program is all bad or all good.

There has hardly been sufficient evi-
dence in hearings to justify the com-
plete elimination of this program.
However—and I want to be quite clear
on this point—neither has there been
justification for the complete reten-
tion of this program. Both sides agree
that there are hundreds of thousands
of beneficiaries who will either qualify
for other assistance or do not need the
benefit.

I believe that there are those seg-
ments of our society who desperately
need this benefit—for example, women
who spent too many years as home-
makers and too few in the so-called
work force to qualify for more than
the minimum benefit. And I also be-
lieve that there are segments of our
society who have taken advantage of
the system to augment their pensions
with the social security minimum
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benefit by working just long enough
under social security to qualify.

But we cannot tinker with the
system by chopping this or that bene-
fit. The minimum benefit must be con-
sidered with great care as part of the
overall social security reforms. The
Congress must consider this benefit
based upon who receives it now—and
who expects to receive it in the future.
It must determine who has no other
benefit and who will be covered by
other income maintenance programs.

The Ways and Means Subcommittee
on Social Security currently has in
markup a comprehensive program to
revise and reform the social security
system and to insure continued bene-
fits to present and future recipients.

In repealing the elimination of the
minimum benefit, we shall clear the
way for a rational decision—a decision
that is based upon intelligence and
compassion.

Mr. MICHEL, Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
NELLIGAN).

(Mr.
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. NELLIGAN. Mr. Speaker.l fully
support this measure.

[Mr. NELLIGAN addressed the
House. His remarks will appear hereaf-
ter in the Extensions of Remarks.]

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. JEF-
FORDS). -

(Mr. JEFFORDS asked and was
given permission to revise and extend

.his remarks.)

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in strong support of the
restoration of the minimum social se-
curity benefit. As I have expressed on
other occasions, I feel that the House
acted precipitously and without ade-
quate deliberation when it repealed
this benefit in the omnibus reconcili-
ation bill of 1981. I-do not believe that
the vote on this bill is a formality or a
symbolic vote. I take the leadership of
the Senate on its word: It will consider
this legislation in September and will
act upon it. Also, it is my hope and my
belief that the Senate will pass this
bill and that the Congress will undo
the damage which it has done to the
social security system.

I do not believe that the social secu-
rity system is without the need for
reform or improvement. However, 1
believe that any change in the system
should be carefully considered and
fully debated. I also believe that we
should consider social security as part
of a larger debate on the adequacy of
our entire retirement security future
and that we should include ‘in our
review private savings and pension
reform and alternatives for older
Americans to continue in the work
force if they so desire.

A great deal of the mlnlmum benefit
debate has centered on assertions that

NELLIGAN asked and was
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this benefit is unearned and that it is
unneeded. If these are the real issues,
then let us face them directly. If the
benefit should not be paid out of the
social security trust fund, then let the
Congress consider how it should be
paid. If the benefit is not needed in
certain circumstances, then let us
identify those circumstances and
adjust the benefit for those who have
abused the system. The meat-ax ap-
proach to totally eliminate the mini-
mum benefit is not one that I find ac-
ceptable. For many Americans, the
minimum benefit is an essential part
of their monthly income and cannot
be reduced without causing severe eco-
nomic hardship. The Congress and the
President must recognize this and
must be sensitive to this.

Finally, on a week that the Congress
has shown great generosity toward
some of the richest interests in ow
Nation by giving the oil companies ¢
$16 biilion tax break, I do not think
that it is unreasonable for us to show
a little compassion and provide the $!
billion necessary to retain the mini
mum benefit next year. By acting tc
restore the minimum benefit, the
House can take an important step for
ward in restoring the confidence of el
derly Americans both in the social se
curity system itself and in the ability
of the Congress to deal with the prob
lems of social security responsibly.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield ¢
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. WALKER).

(Mr. WALKER asked and was giver
permission to revise and extend his re
marks.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I than}
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr
MicHeL) for yielding to me.

Earlier in the debate, the gentlemar
from Missouri (Mr. BoLLING) Sait
there are two points of view that cai
be expressed about social security. .
would agree with him. I think the
were both expressed when this issw
arose Iin the consideration of th
budget bill. At that time we had th
approach taken In Gramm-Latt:
which said we were going to cut th
minimum benefits and that may havi
been handled in a somewhat clums;
fashion. Hopefully, what we will b
doing on the bill today will help co
rect any problems that might hav
arisen as a result of the Gramm-Latt
process. But the issue was clear. Wha
we were trying to do was, we wer
trying to insure the integrity of th
system for those who paid into tha
system and deserve full benefits unde
the system.

Yes, there was another point ¢
view, too, on the floor that day. It wa
the Democratic leadership’s bill. Th
Democratic leadership’s bill, if th
Members will remember, cut futur
benefits for all 36 million social sect
rity recipients, every one of then
across the board. It cut those benefit.
That was the other point of vie
before us,
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Was that subject to amendment on
the floor thet day? No. The members
of the Committee on Rules were not
going to permit us to touch that provi-
sion by amendment. What would have
been the conferees’ cholce had we
gone to the conference with that per-
ticular bill? We would have had a
cholce between what the Senate
passed on minlmum benefits or the
choice of cutting future benefits for
all 36 miliion sociel security recipients.
I thought & cut for il reciplents was
wrong. I think it Is wreng today. I
think that even though we have con-
tinued to talk about minimum bene-
fits, thet we have not really addressed
the other side of the argument which
was the Democratic Yeadership effort
to the preservation of welfare aspects
of social security while teking benefits
away from everyone.

JMe., YOOUNG of Floride. My, Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, WALKER. X yleld to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of lorida. Mr. Speak-
er, I think the gentleman emphasizes
the point some of us are irylng to
make, that social security should not
be comsidered in & haphazard foshion
as part of some other bill. The prob-
lems swrrounding the social security
system should be addressed by this
Congress as simply that the soeial se-
curity trust fund, the people who are
living em it, and the people planning to
live on 1t In the future,

Mp, WALKER. Mr., Speaker, I vield
back the bolance of my thne.

Mr, BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time gs he may consume o the
gentleman from Connecticut (Br.
(S ATz SIONPA

(Mr., CEJDENSON gsked and wag
glven permission to revise and extend
his remariks.)

Mr, GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, X
rise in support to his lssue.

Mr, Speaker, carlier this week the
Rlovse passed the largest tax cut in
history. As a legislator who feels that
the time hes come to provide tax relief
to help our citizens get out from under
the burden of inflation, I supperted
many of the bill’s provisions. I could
not endorse the overall tax cut pack-
age, however, becauvse I consider its
tilt toward major ecorporations and
wealthy Individuals, to be unaccepta-
ble. By cresting unprecedented tax
breaks for ofl companies, multination-
al corporations, and lorge businesses,
the bill will place the Federal budget
over $60 billion in deficit. .

This massive glveeway program will
have disestrous remifications on other
areas of the budget.

I rise in support of H.R. 4331, a bill
to reinstate the soclal securlty mini-
mum benefit which s secheduled to be
terminated in March 1982. Efforts to
delete this benefié show us the worst
effects of irresponsible fiscal policy. It
is appalling thet some of my col-
lcagues would deny senfor citizens of
3122 In monthly payments in order to
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finance billions of dollars in lavish tax
cuts for oil companies.

Most minimum benefit recipients are
elderly women who did not have the
opportunity to attain adeguate social
security coverage. Nearly two-thirds of
the people who receive the benefit are
over age 70, and cne-half million recip-
ients are over the age of 80. Many of
these individuals depend primarily on
these meager payments for retirement
income,

Those who favor elimination of the
minimum benefit argue that the truly
needy will have their losses replaced
with welfare payments. To qualify for
supplemental security income, how-
ever, an elderly person ¢an have ne
more than $1,506 in savings. Many
Americans struggle to put aside some
savings to supplement their retire-
ment incomes. If the minimum benefit
is eliminated, these individuais—
thrifty men and women who planned
wisely for their senior years—will be
rewarded for their diligence by having
to choose between a reduction in
income or quick disposal of their hard-
earned assets,

Additionally, the contributory
nature of soclal security makes it a
workers’ insurance program not & gen-
eral welfare program. Many of our
proud senijor citizens would rather
starve than apply for welfare.

If we eliminate the social security
minimum benefit, we will be shifting
critically needed funds into a massive
giveaway tax plan, I urge my colleague
to join me in voting for the passage of
H.R. 4331. )

Mr. BOLLING., Mr, Speaker, I yleld
guch time as he may consume {6 the
gentieman from New Jersey (RMr.
HuGHES).

Mr. HUGHES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

My, HUGHES. I thank the gentle-
man for ylelding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 4331 which would re-
store the minimum social security
benefit. .

The minimum social security benefit
affects the lives of approximately 3
miilion Americans, approximately 2
million of whom truly need that
money. This benefit, which could be
phased out prospectively with for less
cost in human suffering, is the differ-
ence between eating and not eating for

" many of our Nation’s elderly, especial-

1y widows over the age of 80.

Many of my colleagues stood up in
this Chamber and said that these el-
derly citizens could qualify for SSI
and that would take care of the prob-
lem. If they were going to get their
money anyway, Just from another
budget line, any reasonable persom
would have to ask how that shows up
as a savings on the budget ledger.
That is clearly robbing Peter to pay
Paul, not saving money.

The explanation has become appar-
ent over the last 2 months. Those who
propeosed this cut in benefits felt that
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many of the recipients of the mini.
mum social security benefit would be
too proud to accept welfare. They
were probably right. The resulting suf-
fering of the cut in benefits end of
thelr pride is far too heartbreaking to
contemplate. I hope that respect for
our elderly citizens, rather then num-
bers on a ledger, will be more impor-
tant today. .

Understanding the necessity of
maintaining the integrity of the sociel
security system, I support the concept
of paying the minimum benefit out of
general revenues funds raethier than
the social security trust funds.

I believe that such & removal shows
good sense as well as compassion and I
am pleased to be part of this effort
today. -

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, let me
first of all thank and commend the
gentleman, Mr. Eornine. I rise in sup-
port of this resolution,

I want to make it clear I thought
that the rule shouid not have cleaved
off the soclal security issue from ree-
onclliation. I think it is rather eontra-
dictory tc pass this one megasure—the
reconciliation measure—a provision to
repeal the minimum benefit and then
to pass in the first instance & bill to, in
fact, repeal the repealer; cort of &
double negative.

I know the intention of the chalr
man of the Rules Committee, who has
championed this cause, and I appreel-
ate his comments and his support for
assuring this House of having votes on
these provisions. Indeed, the proposals
that generally come from the YWeys
and Means Committee have & very
tightly struectured rule which do pre-
vent Memberz from working thelr will.
I take it thet the gentleman Is eom-
menting that there will be no Insulg-
tion for those that choese to deal with
these social security benefits, thet the
House in fact is going to deal with any
change in soclal security on & forth-
right basis. ¥ appreclate the conyments
of the gentleman from Pennsylvenia
in pointing out the reconciliation proc-
ess has the effect of glossing over sub-
stantial! law change as one of Its obvi-
ous flaws. .

Mr. Speaker, although the House
has not agreed to address In recorneili-
ation the retention of the minimum

. social security benefit, this issue is not

dead.

The Vento resclutien, coesponsored
by over 160 Members, Democrats and
Republicans, would have enforced the
commitment of the House to ellminate
one of the the grossest attempts to
violate the people’s trust by eny Con-
gress or administration. It addressed
an egregious error in the reconcili-
ation bill. This strong bipartisan sup-
port demonstrates the commitment of
the Heuse to this issue.

Reconciliation contains an error for
which this Congress and President
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Reagan must be held accountable, it is
one that quietly drains the lifeblood
out of the most successful and well-ac-
cepted retirement insurance program
in the world.

While today we slip the rug out from
underneath 3 million social security
beneficiaries who are at the rock
bottom in terms of the benefits they
receive, we may also begin the fatal
process by which public trust and con-
- fidence are drained from the system.
And surely that trust and confidence
is the lifeblood of this system.

The immediate targets of the move
to eliminate minimum benefit pay-
ment, our 3 million intended victims,
are not welfare cheats; they have not
defrauded the system. Their only
crime, if indeed it is one, is that they

-have been living on a benefit each
month to which their Government has
determined they are legally entitled.
They have not misrepresented their
incomes or their contributions. It is we
who have misrepresented the entire
social security system if we say to
them now, you are no longer entitled
to that which was pledged to you.

In the long run, is not the adminis-
tration and Congress also saying that
to the other 32 million social security
recipients? To the milllons of Ameri-
can workers who are now paying 6.65
percent of their incomes into social se-
curity with the expectation they too
will be able to draw it benefits? We
have never, never in the history of the
soclal security program cut monthly
benefit checks for those already re-
tired. At least until today.

Are our actions our trail of broken
promises, inspired by a mandate of the
American people? No. Today’s DSG
analysis of a recent poll conducted for
the Republican Congressional Cam-
palgn Committee reveals that two-
thirds of the American people do not
want social security benefits cut. The
overwhelming support for social secu-

rity is across-the-board, from those

first entering the workplace to those
already enjoying their social security
rights. That is the mandate to which
we must listen and act. But maybe
that support for social security is the
selfish interest we keep hearing about
from the President.

This effort to reduce social security
benefits for current recipients, to go
back on our legal commitment, strikes
& cruel biow at a most vulnerable seg-
ment of our society. Most of the vic-
tims of this unprecedented action do
not have large financial reserves upon
which to draw. At least half, more
than 1.5 million of them are over 70
years old; jobs aren’t the answer when
they ask “How am I going to make up
the difference?”

The victims of this scandal are over-
whelmingly female—possibly as many
as 85 to 90 percent of them are elderly
women. These are wives and widows;
they are working women who have la-
bored at low-paying jobs, whose work
histories have been short term or spo-
radic—perhaps as a result of years
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spent outside the work force at home
or in other employment not covered
by the system. )

The statistics g0 on and on but they
don’t tell the full story. I would like to
detail for my colleagues a few case his-
tories. John B. is 79 years old.
Throughout his life he has worked at
several low-paying jobs and has lived
on the small family farm. He us now
almost tatally dependent upon the
minimum benefit. In March, he will
lose his social security. To live he must
receive SSI but the farm, though not
productive, disqualifies him. So he will
have to sell his home and spend the
proceeds before he can get any assist-
ance. Mary 8. has recently gone
through a traumatic divorce. The only
thing that she has after many years of
marriage is a car worth over $4,500
and her minimum benefits. Before she
can get any aid, her car must be sold.
Carol U. lives with her children and
collects a minimum benefit. Come
March 1, Carol will have the choice of
leaving her family or getting no finan-
cial assistance because this rent-free
room Is an in-kind income. The loss of
a home and all personal possessions,
the stripping away of all dignity and
the break up of families are the true
impacts of the reconciliation bill.

For what savings are we asking such
great sacrifice? It is estimated it will
take something In excess of 6,000 staff

years on a one-time basis to identify

and recompute the benefits of these 3
million individuals. The administrative
cost of recomputing the benefits Is es-
timated to be $150 to $250 million. I
doubt if even the intended victims of
this cut are fully aware that it is their
benefit we are axing. Despite the fact
that $122 per month Is the most fre-
quently mentioned amount of the
minimum beneftit, this is not in fact
the amount on the face of the monthy
check these individuals receive. The
gso-called minimum is reduced even
further if the worker retires before
age 65. Dependents receive less, In-
cluding children of retired or deceased
workers and dependent spouses and
widows, since they receive only a frac-
tion of the worker’s benefit.

This minimum benefit has come

‘under attack under the pretense of

ridding the social security system" of
welfare-type benefits, unearned bene-
fits, windfalls, or benefits not original-
ly a part of the social security system.
The attack is unjust and unwarranted.
The minimum benefit level has always
been a part of the social security
system, from its earliest inception in
the 1930’s, the minimum benefit was
included as a basic, original feature.
When we froze the-minimum at $122
for the workers who retires at age 65,
an automatic phaseout was built into
the system. As earnings rise in our
economy and fewer and fewer people
have such low earnings to qualify for
only $122 per month, the minimum
will cease to exist. By forcing the
elimination now, the administration is

by Congress to t.ake one group at-a
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turnh 1g its back on small but desper-
ately . needy portion of America.

So 110w much do we actually save
when we tally up the administrative
costs of executing this proposal?
When we deduct the increase in pay-
ments for supplemental security
income ? When we then compute the
highest cost of all, the loss of public
trust (ard confidence? When the Con-
gress is willing to go on record that
there is nothing sacred in the commit-
ment i30¢'ial security represents, indeed
that b en>fits are subject to the whims
of buclget’: balancers at the expense of
retirecl workers there can be no trust.

I urge 1ny colleagues to honor our
commi tme.nt of 46 years and the prom-
ise of House Resolution 181 by sup-
porting; continued efforts to reinstate
the soc ial se curity minimum Benefit.

I further have reservations about
what is goin 7 to happen with this par-
ticular measiire, H.R. 203. I have no
doubt that there is a dusty corner
waiting .in the* Finance Committee for
dealing wvith tlais. :

I want to corument a little bit about
some of ‘the cor nments about social se-
curity today ths t have been made. I do
not think the s ’lution is to bleed the
social security system to restore
health to the piitient. I want to say
that the: effort to ' repeal the minimum
benefit proposal does start a process

time off socjal security insurance
benefits. One can phrase it in any
terms that they want: earned, un-
earned. The best ft \ce one can put on
this is that Congre s8 is going to con-
vert those eligible ¢ urrently for social
security and make ‘ welfare recipients
out of those that an @ really the truly
needy. Believe me, there are many
people in my district 1 wnd I think in all
other districts that w. {1l not seek sup-
plemental security in¢ ‘ome because it;
is characterized as pubi 'ic assistance,
welfare, .

I want to point out t:h at the reason
think we have a paniic among the el
derly in this country to:1ay is becaus
of the irresponsible pi‘oposals tha
came from the admin istr.ation; unwar
ranted, unnecessary :proprosals which
take the least optimis tic s tatistics and
predictions. -

I think it is just tihis simple. The
commitment to social :iecuri'ty and the
health of the system i1 as g.yod as the
President and Congres:s wan\" to make
it. I think we ought to 1 nake a' commit-
ment worthy of the people w'e repre
sent.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Sjpeaker, I ylel
3 minutes to the gentlenaan frorn Con
necticut (Mr. RATCHFORD ).

012560

(Mr. RATCHFORD a:iked and W
given permission to revisie and exten
his remarks.)

Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Speaker,.
rise as a former commissi oner on agi
in the State of Connecticut, a State 1
which there are about 300,000 people
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over the age of 66 and a Stat e in
which there are thousands gné 1 hou-
sands of frail elderly people in this
program.

Now, let me say again what @ /e are
talking about are the frailest ¢ ¢ the
frail and the neediest of the : needy.
And to talk about cutting these people
from that thread of life, that $122 a
month, is unconscionable,

Now, let me remind the M embers
what we did In the tex bill this week.
And if you want to talk about {.giirness,
if you want to talk about equit y, if vou
want to talk gbout justice, ci:n we in
conscience cut the frailest of the frail
and in the same week give &illl ong of
doliars of tax breaks to the oil indus-
try, give several billlon 'golliars of
breaks to the savings and lean indus-
try, give a large break to thie co mmod-
ities traders and, yes, t0 say in the
wealthiest of estates, “¥You are golng
to get a break?” To give & brea'k to ofl,
to banking, to commodities, and to
large estates In the sam e werk when
we propose t0 cut 3 milliom of the
frailest and the neediest of the elderly
is not something I care: to engage in.
In the name of cons cience, iIn the
name of justice, in the " pame of equity,
let us pass this bill anr  keep our com-
mitment to the older 2 ;mericans.

Mr., MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may + consume to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
FIEDLER).

(Ms. FIEDLER asl ted and was glven
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. FIEDLER. M ¢, Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 43 31, to restore mini-
mum benefits und er the Social Secu-
rity Act.

There are 3 mi ilion senior citizens
receiving minim gm soclal security
benefits. Two-thi rds of those citizens
are over age 70. { some 500,000 are over
age 80. Most ar e elderly women who
never had the ¢ ypportunity to make &
reasonable sale ;ry. All are nmow tem-
uously balanch yz the very high costs
of health care, food, and housing on
budgets that aje dependent on the
minimuimn ben efit check each month.
The Federsil (Sovernment long ago
made a com mitment to these senior
citizens, whe) he wve worked all of thelr
lives hoping; for some retirement secu-
rity. To swddenly break that commit-
ment would be a cruel and unfalr
measure. Current recipients of the
minimum bene fit are very frightened
by unknsywn hardships they will face
if assistiince iss cut off. Many are not
ble, prepared, or willing to search out

elfare bene!fits they will need to

aints.in adetjuate incomes. They are
he ip dividuals who are most vulner-
ble ‘to difficult economic conditions

d ) east able! to adapt to them. As we

urs ue a needed program of economic
ecC,very for this Nation, let us not
or get the commitments we have made
Lo senior citizens with the social secu-
'ty program..

Mr, MICEHEILL. Mr. Spesker, I yield

cuch time as she may consume to the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE

gentlewoman frem Malne (Mrs.
SNOWE).

(Mrs. SNOWE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs, SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4331, legislation to
amend the Omnibus Reconciliation
Act to restore the gocial security mini-
mum benefit for current recipients.
While we must consider the alterna-
tives for social security refinancing,
any reforms we pass should not hurt
those whe are already recelving the
benefits for which they have planned.

Eliminating the minimum benefit
for ecurrent reciplents would result in
en undue hardship for the majority of
these older Americans. We must look
closely at exactly who is receiving the
minimum bemnefit. Most minimum
beneficlaries have history of low
wages throughout thelr working years.
In my home State of Maine, many
pesple spend thelr Hves working hard
fin low-paying jobs with litle potential
for increased earnings. Maine has the
lowest per eapita income in the
Nation, and my constituents could not
afford even the smallest reduction in
goclal security benefits.

Mest minimum beneficlaries are
women; 76 percent of the workers re-
ceiving this benefit are women whe
characteristically earn lower wages or
who have taken time out of the work-
forece to raise families. If we include
dependents and survivors, we find that
an estimated 85 to 90 percent of mini-
mum beneficlaries are women.

Most minimaum beneficiaries are re-
tired workers, and approximately 78
percent of them are at least 65 years
of age. Among workers alone, there
are about 1.5 million who are over age
70, about 532,000 who are over age 80,
and about 80,000 who are 90 or older.

A mere 12 percent of minimum bene-
{iciaries have a public pension and are
reeelving this benefit because of short-
term employment in a social security-
covered job.

These retirees planned on the mini-
mum benefit as & source of income be-
cause Congress promised it to them.
They have every reason to believe that
they will continue to receive this bene-
fit, Most are already living on a tight
budget, and it {s toco late for them to
plan on alternative sources of retire-
ment income. The people of this
Nation are rapidly losing faith in the
social security system, and a cut in
benefits to current recipients will only
increase this lack of confidence.

i have heard the srgument that if
the minimum benefit is changed,
needy recipients will be eligible for
supplemental security income (SSI)
While it is estimated that perhaps
80,000 would become eligible if the
minimum was eliminated, it is ques-
tionable how many would choose to
2pply. The older people in Maine sce a
great difference between the socizl se-
eurity bemnefitss which they have
earned and the SSI bemnefits which
they view as welfare. Moreover, many
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needy elderly are not eligible for 88I
because they have g small savings or
own their home. It fs very difficuit to
tell proud clder Americans that Can-
gress has voted to reduce thelr soclal
security benefits, but that the Govern-
ment will supplement their losses with
881 if they are willing to sell their
home and dispose of thelr agscts,

‘There is also come skepticism about
whether the Seccial Security Adminis-
tration could evem administer the
change in benefits for these 3 million
minimum Geneficlaries. The benefit
formula has changed many times since -
the program’s m@@ptﬂ@np and recomm-
puting each person’s benefit would
teke in excess of 6@@@ staff-years to
carry out.

Our support for saving the minimum
henefit demonstrates to the senior eitl-
zens of this eountry that they need
not fear the reduction of thelr bene-
fits and that they can continue to
have falth in the social security pro-
gram,

Mr, MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, £ yleld 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
{Mr, ARCHER).

(Mr. ARCHER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, ¥ thmk
we need to leok at why we are debat-
ing this issue at all today.

We are debating it because the soclal
security fund is going to be in deficit
and unable to pay all retirement bene- .
fits at the end of next year if we de
not de something. It means we are
going to have to make some very aiffj-
cult choices. They will not go away.
We can listen to ell of the political
rhetoric that we want; the decision
stil! has to be made.

The guestion on the minimum bene-
fit is whether we continue to pay oui
to pecple benefits beyond what they,
have earned by taxes pald in when
they do not need that for the source
of their sustenance, when they per-
haps have millions of dollars of ouf-
side wealth, when they have large pen-
sion programas, either governmentally
or privately sponsored, and In doing
that jeopardize the basic benefits paid
to the elderly who do need goclal secu-
rity as & msjor or sole source of sup-
port.

That i{s the issue here.

This bill takes away from the Social
Security Subecommittee and the Ways
and Means Comunittee the opportuni-
ty to devise g reform program that will
implement a policy that will be con-
structive and beneficial to all in this
country who depend on social security.

And what will it do? It will send a
bill to the Senate that they will sit on
until they are ready to tack on their
social security proposals and then be
the moving force behind what is done
in this vital area, taking sway the
House’s constitutional jurisdiction to
originate all tax bills. And make neo
mistake about it, that is exactly what
we are doing today. We are handing a
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vehicle to the Senate to rewrite the
sccinl security bill. I do not think we
should do that.

Our chalrman, who has done an out-
standing job on the Social Security
Subcommitice, my friend, the gentle-
man from Texas, Jake PickLE, has
committed that we will take into con-
sideration and pass out a reform on
the minimum benefit structure. That
is the proper way to do it, not in this
hurried procedure before the House
teday.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes {0 the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. Oaxar).

(Ms. OAKAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms., OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support. of the bill and commend the
chairman of the Rules Committee for
offering it.

Mr. Speaker, I have had the privi-
lege for the past 3 years of chairing &
task force on soelal security under the
avspices of the Aging Committee,
thanks to the gentleman from Floride

 (Mr. PEPPER). We have had countiess
hearings and numerous witnesses and,
quite honestly, I do disagree with
some of the findings of the Ways and
Means Subcommittee.

Three former Commissioners testi-
fied that there wac mne immediate
crisis, two funds had surpluses, one
fund may have an interim problem in
the mideighties interfund borrowing
would take care of that difficulty for
the 1980's. In fact, the trustees
report—and this was not the trustees
press release, but this was in the
report—written by the Secretaries of
Treasury, HHS, and Labor, indicated

that for the next 25 years the trust -

fund has at least a 17-percent surplus.
The Congressional Budget Office
report shows an even greater surplus.

Why are press releasges issued by the
trustees attempting to hhve the people
believe the system is bankrupt? Why
have they induced blind panic on the
part of the elderly? I believe it is be-
cause as long as the trust fund is part
of the unified budget, that trust fund
can be used to wash out other expend-
itures in the areas such &s the cost of
this tax bill, the cost of our defense in-
creases, and so forth. In effect, they
are going to try to balance the budget
on the backs of the elderly who paid
into the system.

Now, one of my colleagues from
Texas talked about this GAQ report,
which is really a very poor report be-
cause, do you know what, it left out 25
percent of the people who collect the
minimum benefit. They did not ac-
count for 25 percent of the people.

So we have to ask who really are

these people. They are nat the rich, ag

the gentleman would have you believe.
They are not even the middle class, as
the gentleman would have you believe.
It has to do with women because the
fact is that 75 percent of the people
who are affected happen to be older
women, two-thirds of whom are be-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ~ HOU/SE

tween 70 and 90 years of age. Appro:ki-
mately 2 million of the 3 million will
suffer reduction of more then one-
third by next April, and only about
600,000 of them are likely to even at-
tempt to apply for SSX. The remain: ings
1.4 million persons, half of whom re
estimated to have incomes under
$3,200, or $4,800 for. & couple, tan
expect an average net loss in annuil
income of over $500.

And what about these people wkio
have another pension? I chalr a Cor n-
mittee on Compensation and Emple y-
ee¢ Benefits for Federal Employees; 82
percent of those peovle receive a pe n-
sion of under $6,000. These are {.he
groups who are most likely to be
among the 12 percent who get ¢ hat
other pension. Their combined inc ime
is less than $11,000 annually.

Soc I ask you: Is this fair to our
people? Are we breaking our pro! nise
to the American pecple? And I irvite
every Member in this House- -and
really and truly, the American p ublie
and the press—to take a look &'t our
task force findings. They will isee &
very, very different picture.

. MICHEL, Mr. Speaker, I yﬂel@
such tlme 23 he may consume ‘to the
gentleman from California (Mr. Gorn-
WATER).

(Mr. GOLDWATER asked a5xd was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Specaker, I
rise in support of H.R. 4331, & bili
which would, in effect, amend 1the con-
ference report of the fiscal yiar 1982
budget-to delete the provision s on the
minimum social security benei (it provi-
sions. I do this cut of a sens:: of fair-
ness and legislative deliberatic m.

The social security system is very,
very sick. The largest portion of the
system, old-age survivors and disability
insurance, will .be bankrupt writhin the
year. We are, and rightfully s hould be,
worrled because uitimately tihe heulth
of the system affects the fin.anciei se-
curity of almost all present a nd future
retirees in the coustry.

However, social security re¢:forra has
to be approached in a comprehensive
fashion. I believe that we shovdd all
take our lead from the distinguished
chairman of the Social Security Sub-
committee, the honorable gentlemsn
from Texas, and look at the actuarial
soundness of the system as a. whole
rather than amending it in the: hasty,
piecemeal fashion outlined in the
budget reconciliation bill.

In all honesty, I recognize ¢t hat real
changes will hgve to be made in the
social security system. We ha've to get
the system back to insuring re tirement
income for retirees and de:lete the
frills that have been added over the
past 40 years. In all honesty, major re-
visions in the minimum be nefit may
have to be made. A means test prob-
ably should be implementer 3, I simply
cannot believe that 100 per-cent of all
recipients of the $122 per nionth mini-
mum benefit are over 80, female, and
destitute as some claim. This mini-
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mum amount has to be guaranteed for
those truly dependent on it, though,
and I do not think anyone would
argue that point.

In sum, Mr. Speaker, I urge passage
of this bill s0 that we can take a long,
hard look at the state of the social se-
curity systemy now and what overall
changes have t0 be made to guarantee
that those checks still go out to our
Nation’s elderly who depend so fully
on them.

Mr. MICHEL, Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentieman from Virginia (Mr. PaRr1s).

{Mr. PARRIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-

- marks.)

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise in
support of the legislation. Today I will
yote in favor of retaining the mini-
mum sccial security benefit. This $122
monthly payment provides 3 million
retirees with desperately needed as-
sistance.

The minimoum benefit would be de-
leted by the Gramm-Latta budget bill
which the House approved last month.
Eliminating this benefit would create
@ real hardship on those who can least
afford it. It would be particularly dev-
astating to those individuals who have
worked at low-income jobs throughout
their lives and depend on their month-
ly ehecks to make ends meet. One of
the problems with the social security
system is that it does not differentiate
between the people who worked at
low-income jobs and people who have
muitiple pensions. We would be plac-
ing an unfair burden on millions of re-
tirees if we were to chiange the rules
now. Thege peopie are the most vul-
nerable because they cannot supple-
ment their incomes by going back to
work.

Those in favor of eliminating the
minimum benefit have said those indi-
viduals truly in need will be picked up
by welfare or some other Federal pro-
gram. The problem is that there are
already 500,000 minimum beneficlaries
currently eligible for welfare who have
refused to apply for welfare benefits.
Even the administration has said that
they expect no more than one-quarter
of those who are now or would become
eligible for welfare will apply for wel-
fare benefits. If 211 those eligible did
apply for welfare, the budget savings
would be cut by one-half. In addition,
eliminating this necessary benefit will
not help to restore confidence in the
social security program. Nor will it
help to solve the financial problems
that face social security.

About 8C percent of current benefi-
claries have paid taxes toward this
benefit and they are entitled to the
proceeds. Those individuals who have
retired or are about te retire have
counted on these kenefits in planning
their retirements, We have a commit-
;nem to maintain the minimum bene-
it.

I hope and X trust this legislation
will be adopted.
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Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, to wind-

up debate on this side, I yield the bal-
ance of the time remaining to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. RousseLoT), who serves with such
distinction on the Social Security Sub-
committee.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
Bonior of Michigan) The gentleman
from California (Mr. Rousseror) Is
recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I
compliment my colleague from Mis-
souri for providing time for this dis-
cussion on this-important issue of the
minimum benefit. However, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 4331.

It is of the highest importance that
we, as elected Representatives, pro-
ceed in the matter of consideration of
restoring integrity to the social secu-
rity system with great care, addressing
not parts of the problem, but by
facing the entire problem of the
system head on with constructive rem-
edies.

It worries me, however, that some of
my colleagues are taking actions based
on haste, actions based on partisan ef-
forts, and actions based on emotion
rather than rationale.

It worries me, for the sake of the
35.6 million Americans receiving social
security benefits, that this action
today completely circumvents the
committee process of the Congress;
this bill having been introduced only
yesterday, more importantly H.R. 4331
entirely bypasses the work of the
Social Security Subcommittee, which
{s presently marking up proposals to
save the system.

1 regret that H.R. 4331 is not part of
the overall discussion for the total
reform that is needed for the social se-
curity system. I think it would be
more appropriate if this bill addressed
the problems facing the social security
program; but I understand the politi-
cal nature of this issue. It is a very,
very hot issue. I can understand my
Democratic colleagues wanting to
jump on it with both feet and tromp
everybody, and in some cases misrep-
resent the President’s position.

But that is all part of the political
game. Unfortunately, these social se-
curity benefits cannot be viewed as a
‘game.

The main objective is to save the
social security system. And I do not
care how many figures we quote from
the Congressional Budget Office, or
‘anybody else, our social security com-
puters show that unless this Congress

takes positive action, those trust funds-

will be in desperate trouble in Novem-
ber 1982 or thereabouts. No matter
how much we want to walk away from
that fact, no matter how hard it is to
face the system’s problems, the truth
{s social security is facing its most seri-
ous crisis in its 46-year history.

I want to compliment my colleague
from Texas (Mr. PICKLE), who in a bi-
partisan manner, has handled this
issue very, very fairly and very square-
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ly as the chairman of the Social Secu-
rity Subcommittee, in trying to bring
to this Congress true reform.

1 want to compliment my other col-
league from Texas (Mr. GrRamm), who
gav’e some very positive constructive
sita tistics that we are all going to have
t:0 .look at. He is right on the mark in

‘s discussion that, of those 3 million

people who are now receiving the
rainimum benefits, many have not
e arned the full amount of the benefit
tihey receive. For example, there are
mwany minimum benefit recipients,
w ho are receiving $122 a month from
social security, that have paid less
th an $122 in social security payroll
ta: xes during their entire working his-
to1'y. He is absolutely correct in his
fig ures and I compliment him for the
wa,v that, he brought them to our at-
ten tion.

F Irst, this {s a most important point
which my colleague from Texas has
raisi2d. While many have shown con-
cern today for those who receive the
minimurn benefit, while not quite
haviilg earned the full amount they
receive, 'we are overlooking the major-
ity of those beneficiaries who have
paid into the system for many, many
years and thereby qualifying for a
normal benefit. I ask my colleagues
what :about these individuals’ rights?
What 8bout their right for their bene-
fits to be protected? Should not we as
a Conigress be concerned about the
benefit.s of those who have paid the
payroll tax for many years, and not
just those who marginally qualify?

As I have already stated, this is the
main ob)jective we must address: sal-
vaging siocial security for those pres-
ent and future beneficiaries who have
truly ea1ned their benefits.

Seconc¢!l, I want to make it clear the
way som e of my colleagues have tried
to emph:asize they would believe that
the recoiciliation bill cuts all of these
benefits retroactively. That is bunk.
The reco nciliation bill, over which 250
confereest have reached agreement,
says that those minimum benefits will
stop in M:arch of 1982.

So, all of the discussion that the
beneficiairies were going to be cut off
tomoricows, all of that fear that unfor-
tunately many of my colleagues pro-
moted, over the media air waves, that
we wer e cutting all these people off, is
Just no't-correct.

I want to assure the American
people ' who presently receive social se-
curity beenefits that the intent of our
Social S ecurity Subcommittee is not to
cut all \*he benefits as the Democrat
reconcili ation bill would have done, If
their bill had passed, 36 million recipi-
ents’ ben efits would have been slowed
down ver)7 substantially.

My coll eague from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO) di< 1 not mention that in his dis-
cussion to.day and I am sure he voted
for that bii'l,

I want to' say additionally that there
is no doubt: about the fact we need to
save this system and this minimum
benefit is a very sensitive area. But, it
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is not true that the overwhelming ma-
jority of these receiving this benefit
are destitute without remuneration
and will be dropped through all kinds
of cracks or that they will be put out
to poverty. That is just also bunk. My
colleague from Texas (Mr. GRAMM)
has in a very straight forward manner
made this point clear.

Mr. Speaker, I think that we should
face up to the fact that both President
Reagan, and the Social Security Sub-
committee, have genuinely tried to ad-
dress this issue. I hate to see the
House send a bill separately to the
Senate, because we know how goo¢
the other body is at picking up on leg-
islation, as my colleague from Texas
(Mr. ArcHeR) said. It could well be
that this bill may come back to hatnt
us even before we have had a chance
really address the issue the way I
think it should be fully considered
before the whole Congress. The best
way to achieve this full and careful
consideration Is to work within the
traditional institutional framework of
the Congress—the committee system.

I therefore urge my colleagues to
vote against H.R. 4331, allowing for
the opportunity for full debate and
consideration of proposals to save the
social security system by the Social
Security Subcommittee, the Ways and
Means Committtee, and the House of
Representatives.

Mr. HEFTEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to defend social security mini-
mum benefits. I refuse to believe that
this distinguished body is prepared to
ignore the basic needs of millions of
older Americans who depend upon
their small, monthly checks for their
very livelihood and survival.

It is simply not fair to change the
rules of the game in midstream, to the
detriment of many of our senior citi-
zens, for the sake of short-sighted
budgetary considerations. Mr. Speak-
er, when we established the social se-
curity system, we made a solemn
promise to all Americans; let us not
begin breaking that promise.

Mr. Speaker, I belive that all of my
colleagues realize the need to prudent-
1y control Government spending. This
broad consensus {s amply evident from
our recent actions in the budget area.
But Mr. Speaker, there is a right way
and a wrong way to cut the budget,
and cutting out social security mini-
mum benefits is clearly wrong. Let us
cut Government spending, let us make
the Government cost-effective, but let
us not do so by breaking sacrosanct
promises made long ago, let us not do
so by forgetting our elder Americans.

Mr. Speaker, there has been much
talk in this Chamber of the “social -
safety net.” I submit to my colleagues
that the elimination of social security
minimum benefits makes a mockery of
this so-called safety net. Years ago,
our Nation entered into a sacred con-
tract with the American people to pre-
serve and protect, to uphold and sus-
tain, a quality of life which they had
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Justly carned through the fruits of
their labor. This contract is now jeop-
ardized by shortsighted policies ten-
dered under the guise of economiec
progress.

But, Mr. Speaker, I ask this distin-
guished body, can our grest Nation
move forward by leaving behind those
peoeple who helped forge the American
dream? I think not. I urge my col-
leagues to reject this myopic approach
and to reinstale the social security
minimum benefits.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yleld
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentieman yleid?

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

(Mr., MOAKLEY asked and was
glven permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
fm support of the bil} (HLR. 4331) to re-
gtore minimum benefits under the
Sccial Security Act and commend the
distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, the gentleman from
Missour! (Mr. BoLLing) for his leader-
ship In attempting to provide the
House with 8 method by which this
last effort can be made to restore
these vital benefits.

Mr., Speaker, last night the Rules
Committee was confronted with a dis-
tressing dilemma. We were advised
thet the Senate, by inadvertence or
otherwise, had acquired custody of the
- papers on the reconclliation confer-
ence report. We were advised that the
Republican leadership in the Senate
Wes prepared, in a showdown, {o pass
the original Gramm-Latta bill. Not
only wouid programs salvaged in the
conference be lost, the minimum bene-
fit itself would be almost immediately
lost with some of the minimum bene-
fits cut off in only 90 days.

The choice before the Rules Com-
mittee was a simple one, if thoroughly
anguishing to all of us, we could call
the Senate’s bluff and risk an almost
immediate cutoff of these benefits, not
to mention the loss of more than $3
billion which the conferees had recap-
tured.

The gentileman. from Missourt indi-
cated that the risk was unacceptable
and was supported by the committee
which reported a rule which lengthens
the time available to try to save the
minimum benefit and complejes half
of the legislative process toward doing
50 on the same day. X recognize that
there are some risks regarding Senate
action on H.R. 4331. But the chances
will e far better than under the dan-
gerous situation which existed last
night.

However, Mr. Speaker, I for ome con-
tinue to believe that even this risk is
unacceptable. Today the House will
have two more chances to really save

the minimum benefit. A motion will be

offered to recommit the conference
report; I will support the motion and
urge my colleagues to do so. If we are
successful in this effort, the conferees
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can be back as early as Tuesday with a
revised conference report saving the
gocial security minimum benefit. If
that effort fails, I will vote against the
conference report itself. It would be
regrettable to see the work that went
into reconciliation lost but it would be
far more regrettable to run any risk
that the minimum benefit wiil not be
saved.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, if is a
pleasure always to listen to the gentle-
man from California. I suddenly real-
ized that he must be coaching a feliow
Californian. His use of language is ex-
traordinarlly apt, skillful, and some-

- time quite confusing, but réally fasci-

nating.

The oniy reason that I take this
time is to urge Members to vote in the
hope that the other body will show
good judgment and begin to6 relieve
the fear that is in the land with regard
to what this institution is going to de.

I am afraid of what this institution
may do. I am afraid 1t may act on
social security the way it has acted on
taxes and on reconciliation in a way
that is not entirely representative of
this institution.

I do not like to see a situation where
all the members of one party march in
lockstep

I know' the diversity of both parties.
I do not like to see a situation in
which any President dominates the in-
stitution wholly.

It is not the first time I have seen it.
But I do hope that when we consider
social security we are able to do it like
the House of Representatives and like
the other body, not like partisans
marching in lockstep.

I hope everybedy votes for this bill.
® Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4331, a bill that would
restore the minimum benefit under
the social security system to law. In
perhaps one of the most eallous ac-
tions this body has taken since I have
been in Congress, the House eliminat-
ed this benefit when it passed the
Gramm-Latta substitute to the omni-
bus reconciliation bill.

When my committee considered leg-
islative savings as mandated by the
first budget resolution, we decided
that the elimination of the minimum
benefit would break a covenant be-
tween the Government and the
people; that cutting back on benefits
that people expect and have been re-
ceiving was not only wrong, but it
would shake the trust that we try so
hard to instill in our citizens about the
integrity of their Government. To me,
and to many in my district and I
assume across the country, the social
security system is one of the great
social programs of our time, and it is a
source of security to many Americans
both young and old. It troubles me to
see this President manipulate this
system, and cause anguish and worry
among our senior citizens, who deserve
our support, not our politicking and
rhetoric. I strongly urge my colleagues
in the House to support this bill, and I
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hope that the other body will move
with dispatch (o malke this bill law.@

@ Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, i rise
in support of this legislation o restore
the minimum social security benciit.
As I have argued on many occasions, 1t
is unconscionable that the o npress
would eliminate this source of income
for 3 million of gur most r.oedy cltd
zens. The minimum bencfit ¢ ‘
€122 s month. ¥ ask my oo
contemplate for just 1 minute mhat it
would be like to live on $122 » month.
Could a person living on that amount
afford to pay rent, buy food, and pay
utility bills too? Yet if we eliminate
the minimum benefit, 1.5 million
Americans will have to make do with
even less than that.

But we are told that we must reduce
Federal spending. We are told that our
President has pledged to balance the
budget, and, besides there 2re people
receiving the minimum benefit who do
not really deserve it. I ask how any
Member can dare make arguments like
that after passing the President’s tax
bill the other day. That bonanza for
the rich may well result in deficits of
$87 billion over the next 2 years and
even higher deficits later. Those defi-
cits will be caused by billions of dollars
in tax cuts for our wealthiest citizens
and $16 billion in giveaways to the oil
industry. Is it not ironic we will strin
tens of thousands of needy Americans
above the age of 90 of the minimum
benefit at the very time when we are
handing over tax revenues to the su-
perrich and to those industries which
could mount the most effective lobby-
ing efforts?

I see that some of the same Republi-
cans and conservative Democratse who
voted for the Gramm-Latta reconcili-
ation package will be voting for this
bill today. Many of these Republicans
and conservative Democrats voted
against a rule which would have al-
lowed us the opportunity to preserve
the minimum benefit. Many of them
supported the President’s tax package
which, in the huge and unprecedented
deficits it could create only makes
slashes in social security inevitable.
Frankly I am gppalled at this hypocri-
sY.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the
House has another opportunity to ex-
press its position in favor of retention
of the mimimum benefit. The chair-
man of the Rules Committee, Mr.
BoLLING, has made it clear that
today’s action will not be the last of its
kind. The House leadership shall con-
tinue to press for continuation of this
benefit until its continuation is as-
sured. In doing this, this body will
only be pushing President Reagan to
live up to the pledge that he made
during his campaign and repeated
again on Monday night. To quote the
President:

I will not see those of You who are de-
pendent on social security deprived of your
benefits. I make that pledge to you as your
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President . . . You will continue to receive
your checks in the full amount due you.

Mr. Speaker, the House is making
its position quite clear on this matter.
The President has repeated his pledge.
The ball is now in the Senate’s court,
The Republican Senate has yielded to
the President on almost every
aspect of the President’s economic
program. If the President really wants
to save the minimum benefit he would
have little {rouble in convincing the
Senate to do so. If he does not do so,
the public will surely know where the
responsibility lies.®

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 203, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read &
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 404, nays
20, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 189]

YEAS—404

Addabbo Campbell Edgar
Akaka Carman Edwards (AL)
Albosta Carney Edwards (CA)
Alexander Chappell Edwards (OK)
Anderson Chappie Emerson
Andrews Chishoim Emery
Annunzio Clausen English
Anthony Clay Erdahl
Applegate Clinger Ertel
Ashbrook Coats Evans (DE)
Aspin Coleman Evans (GA)
Atkinson Collins (IL) Evans (1A)
AuCoin ‘Collins (TX) Evans (IN)
Bafalis Conte Fary
Bailey (MO) Conyers Fazio
Bailey (PA) Corcoran Fenwick
Barnard Coughlin Ferraro
Barnes Courter Fiedler
Beard Coyne, James  Fields
Bedell Coyne, Willlam Findley
Beilenson Craig Pish
Benedict Crockett Fithian
Benjamin D’Amours Flippo
Bennett Daniel, Dan Florio
Bereuter Daniel, R. W. Foglietta
Bevill Danielson Foley
Biaggi Daschle Ford (MI)
Bingham Daub Ford (TN)
Blanchard Davis Forsythe
Bliley de la Garza Fountain

. Boges Deckard Fowler
Boland Dellums Frank
Bolling DeNardis Frost
Boner Derrick Fuqua
Bonior Derwinski Garcia
Bonker Dickinson Gaydos
Bouguard Dicks Gejdenson
Bowen Dingell Gephardt
Breaux Dixon Gibbons
Brinkley Donnelly Gilman
Brodhead Dorgan Gingrich
Brooks Dougherty Ginn
Broomfield Dowdy Glickman
Brown (CA) Downey Goldwater
Brown (CO) Dreier Gonzalez
Brown (CH) Duncan Goodling
Broyhill Dunn Gore
Burgener Dwyer Gradison
Burton, John Dymally Gray
Burton, Phillip Dyson Green
Butler Early Gregg
Byron Eckart

Grisham
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Savage
Sawyer
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Schulze
Schumer
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Shamansky
Shannon
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (AL)
Smith (1A)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (PA)
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solomon
Spence

St Germain
Stangeland
Stanton
Stark
Staton
Stenholm
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Swift
Synar
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas
Traxler
Trible
Udall
vander Jagt
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Washington
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weber (MN)
Weber (OH)
Weiss
White
Whitehurst,
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams (MT)
Williams (OH)
Wilson
Winn
Wirth

Wolf
Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zablocki

Zeferetti

McDonald
Michel
Paul -
Rousselot
Smith (OR)
Stump

Simon
"Young (MO)

Guarini Mazzoli
Gunderson McClory
Hagedorn McCollum
Hall (OH) McCurdy
Hall, Ralph McDade
Hall, Sam McEwen
Hamilton McGrath
Hammerschmidt McHugh
Hance McKinney
Harkin Mica
Hartnett Mikulski
Hatcher Miller (CA)
Hawkins Miller (OH)
Heckler Mineta
Hefner Minish
Heftel Mitchell (MD)
Hendon Mitchell (NY)
Hertel Moakley
Hightower Molinari
Hiler Mollohan
Hillis Montgomery
Hollenbeck Moore
Holt - Moorhead
Hopkins Morrison
Horton Mottl
Howard Murphy
Hoyer Murtha
Hubbard Myers
Huckaby Napier
Hughes Natcher
Hunter Neal
Hutto Nelligan
Hyde Nelson
Ireland Nichols
Jacobs Nowak
Jeffords O'Brien
Jenkins Oakar
Johnston Oberstar
Jones (NC) Obey
Jones (OK) Ottinger
Jones (TN) Oxley
Kastenmeler Panetta
Kazen Parris
Kemp Pashayan
Kildee Patman
Kindness Patterson
Kogovsek Pease
Kramer Pepper
LaFalce Perkins
Lagomarsino Petri
Lantos Peyser
Latta Pickle
Leach Porter
Leath Price
LeBoutillier Pritchard
Lee ' Pursell
Lehman Quillen
Leland Rahall
Lent Raiisback
Levitas Rangel
Lewis Ratchford
Livingston Regula
Loeffler Reuss
Long (LA) Rhodes
Long (MD) Rinaldo

- Lott Ritter
Lowery (CA) Roberts (KS)
Lowry (WA) Roberts (SD)
Lujan Robinson
Luken Rodino
Lundine Roe
Lungren Roemer
Madigan Rogers
Markey Rose -
Marks Rosenthal
Marlenee Rostenkowski
Marriott Roth
Martin (IL) Roukema
Martin (NC) Roybal
Martin (NY) Rudd
Matsui Russo
Mattox Sabo
Mavroules Santini

NAYS—20
Archer Erlenborn
Badham Frenzel
Cheney Gramm
Conable °* Hansen (ID)
Crane, Daniel  Hansen (UT)
Crane, Philip Jeffries
Dannemeyer McCloskey
- NOT VOTING—10

Bethune Fascell
Coelho Holland
Cotter Moffett
Dornan Richmond
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Richmond with Mr. Dornan of Cali-
fornia,

Mr. Young of Missouri with Mr. Simon.

Mr. Fascell with Mr. Holland.

Mr. Moffett with Mr. Coelho.

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table,
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AN ACT

To amend the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 to restore

minimum benefits under the Social Security Act.

-

Be 1t enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
twves of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That (a) effective as of the date of the enactment of the Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, section 2201 of
that Act (relating to repeal of minimum benefit provisions) is
repealed.

(b) Subject to section 2 of this Act, the provisions of the

Social Security Act affected by the provisions of such section
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2201 shall be in effect as of the date of the enactment of the



2
1 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 as such provi-

2 sions would be in effect if such section 2201 had not been
3 enacted.
Passed the House of Representatives July 31, 1981.

Attest: EDMUND L. HENSHAW, JR.,
Clerk.

By THomas E. Lapp,
Assistant to the Clerk.
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H.R. 4331—TO AMEND THE OMNIBUS
- RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1981 TO

RESTORE MINIMUM BENEFITS.

UNDER THE SOCIAL SECURITY

ACT .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Michigan is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I had 15
minutes- on the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
understands there were 15 minutes,
with 10 minutes allocated to the Sena-
tor from Michigan and 5 minutes allo-
cated to the Senator from .Tennessee.
The Senator from Michigan is recog-
nized, but before the Senator from Mich-
igan begins, the Senate will be in order.
Senators will clear the aisles. The Sen-
ateris not in order. The Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, very
shortly I will endeavor to bring to a vote
here on the Senate floor the minimum
benefit on the social security restoration.
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For the benefit of colleagues in the
Chamber you should understand what
happened today in the House of Repre-
sentatives. The House by a vote of 404
to 20 voted to restore and maintain the
minimum benefit on social security, and
to do it by force of law and, in effect, to
undo the removal of that benefit con-
tained in the reconciliation bill we just
passed here moments ago. Moreover they
not only would maintain the minimum
benefit for those people who now receive
it but they would continue ii on into the
future for those who would become en-

. titled to receive it in future years.

I stress again the vote was 404 to 20.
So both parties in the House are over-
whelmingly on record in term of acting
on that today.

Now that bill has come over from the
House and is right now here at the desk
of the Senate. We have the remainder of
15 minutes to discuss this issue, but I
think it is essential that the Senate vote
on this issue today. The President, within
the last week, has gone to the country on
national television to repeat his promise
that no one recelving social security
benefits today will have those benefits
taken away, and we know that the bill
that we have just passed takes away the
minimum beneflt under social security.

The bill the House has passed today,
and which now is at the desk here in the
Senate would restore that benefit. It
would keep the President’s promise and
it would enable us to go out during the
August recess without having the elderly
people in this country, the 3 million who
receive this benefit, in doubt, wondering
what iIs going to happen to them, won-
dering why it is that the House of Rep-
resentatives could take this issue up to-
day and vote on it, but here in the U.S.
Senate, despite the fact that we could
act on other issues, we just could not
find the timeé or find a way to act on
this issue.

Well, clearly, we can act. I think we
can afford the 15 minutes that a rollcall
vote takes. I know people want to leave
town, and I can understand that. But we
are not sure now but that we will be in
tomorrow, so there is not really a cer-
tainty as to what the schedule is for the
next hour in any event.

But even if that were a consideration

I would hope the Senate would he willing
to take this issue and take it off the desk

.right now within a matter of 15 minutes

and vote up or down. and I would hope
vote up the restoration of this miiimum
benefit under social security. At the very
least let us not slip quietly out of this
Chamber today without facing this issue
squarely.

The President has addressed it, the
House of Representatives has voted on it
today, and we have an opportunity now
here to vote on it. I think we have an
obligation to do so.

I think we have an obligation to face
this issue, and when you go back ta your
States during the month of August and
you talk to people you can tell them you

- voted and why. But I do net think it is

acceptable to go home today and to say,
“Well, I am sorry, we just did not have
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time. We just could not take the 15 gnn-
utes that it took to vote on this issue.”

I think we ought to vote on it and I
hope the votes are here to keep the Presi-
dent’s promise. The votes were there in
the House of Representatives today.
Their desire now is to put that burden
on our back, the Senate being unwilling
to face the issue. We should face the
issue, and we ought to vote on it right
now. We are in position to do so, and
shortly I will ask unanimous consent, as
I previously indicatde, that the House
bill, H.R. 4331, be taken up and voted on
immediately and we can settle this issue.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object——

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator from
Michigan has the fioor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator made unanimous-consent request.

Mr. RIEGLE. I am withholding that.
I yleld time to the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. I think the Senator

from Michigan has made a very impor- .

tant point here. We have just received
two messages from the House of Repre-
sentatives, one on the conference report
and one on social security. We acted on
the reconciliation proposal here and
handled that within a period of 1 hour.

Now, 400 Members of the House of
Representatives have said to the elderly
people of this country, “We want to say
to you we are going to continue the
minfmum social security payments.”

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, could we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The Senate will be in

order.

) Mr. RIEGLE. This fs important,. :
\ Mr. KENNEDY. Four hundred Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives
have acted this afternoon and said, “We
want to give assurances to the senior
citizens of this country that they are
going to continue to have the minimum
social security payments.”

Two pieces of legislation came over
here. We have acted on one, and all the
Senator from Michigan is asking is that
the Senate, in its own good time, act this
afternoon on the other which got 400
votes in the House of Representatives,
on an issue that the President gave as-
surance to the American people that
there was going to be no reduction.

Now, what can possibly be the objec-
tion for the Senate of the United States
to vote on that issue? We voted up and
down on that issue on three different
occasions. We know what the issue is,
The House of Representatives has asked
for it and has voted for it. I just think
for us to go out here at a time of the
August recess and go home and try to
explain to the elderly people of this
country that we cannot act because we
are tied up in some parliamentary ma-
neuver here, which will refuse to permit
the Senate to go on record on g substan-
tive issue, is irresponsible action.

Now, I would hope that the——-

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may
we have order?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. KENNEDY. The majority in this
body has the power to delay, to post-
pone, to reject. I think what we are going
to see now In just a few minutes is
whether the majority is going to delay
and postpone and reject & reasonable re-
quest that should be honored by any
Member of this body, and that is that
what we were able to do for the confer-
ence on budget reconciliation we should
be able to do with respect to the message
that came over on the issue of the mini-
mum payment. A

So I hope there will not be objec-
tion to the request of the Senator from
Michigan.

We know what the issue is. We know
what the matter is that is before the
Senate. The elderly people in this coun=
try know what the issue is, and I think
we do this body a disservice if we fail to
Z:te either “Yea’ or “Nay” on that mat.

T,

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, how much
time remains? .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two min-
utes and fifty seconds.

Mr. RIEGLE. I yield 30 seconds to
the Senator from California.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the motion by the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan (Mr.
RiecLE) which would allow the Senate to
proceed immediately to restore the mini-
mum social security benefit.

Mr. President, the House has voted to-
day by an overwhelming margin of 404

to 20 to restore the minimum benefit-

which would be eliminated for 8 million
elderly Americans in the reconciliation
conference report. The Senate is now in
the position to act in an afirmative fashe

“fon to put to rest much of the anguish

and fears that have been created in the
minds of millions of elderly Americans
in the last few months,

Mr. President, Monday night President
Reagan told the American people:

I will not stand by and see those of you

who are dependent on soctal security de-
prived of your benefits.

Yet, within a few days, he will sign
into law a measure that will eliminate
the minimum benefit and thereby de-
prive some of the poorest and most n
social security recipients of their benefits,

Mr, President, over 75 percent of the
people who will be affected by elimina-
tion of the minimum benefit are elderly
women. Most of them are considerably
older than 65. Over half are over 70, more
than half-million are over 80, and almost
100,000 are over 90. Many of these
very elderly social security recipients
paid into the social security system at
a time when wages were very low and
many of them worked in the Jowest pay-
ing jobs—cooks, laborers, domestic
workers. '

Mr. President, I think that many
Americans are very confused about
what this administration intends to do
about the social security system. On the
one hand, the President has told them
he will not stand by and allow those who
are dependent upon social security be
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deprived of their benefits. Last October,
the American people were told by candi-
date Reagan that the benefits of those
now recelving or looking forward to re-
cetving social security must be protected.

Today, they see President Reagan’s
plan to eliminate the minimum social
security benefit received by 8 million
elderly Americans being enacted into
law. And coming right behind the elim=
ination of minimum benefits is the rest -
of the Reagan administration’s social se~
curity benefit reduction proposals—
proposals to slash the benefits of mfl-
lions and miilions of Americans who are
approaching retirement, .

The administration has said it is will-
ing to compromise on the drastic pro-
posal it announced in May.

Yet, what the American people have
seen with respect to the first round of .
social security benefit reductions is an
unvielding insistence on total, complete,
and retroactive elimination of the mint-
mum benefits, It is important to remem-
‘ber that the votes that. have been taken
in the Senate on this issue over the past
several months have not been whether
to eliminate the minimum benefit for
future beneficlaries, but whether to take
who are already receiving these bene-
fits—elderly beneficiaries, in their
eighties and nineties who retired 20 and
30 years ago. That is what the fight has
been over—and the Reagan administra-
tion has not yielded an inch.

Mr. President, if elderly Americans are.
fearful about the future of the social
security system, it is because they have
heard the Reagan administration threat-
eén bankruptcy next year, at the same
time it has refused to allow the swift
passage of legislation—interfund trans-
fer legislation—~that would avert any .
crisls next year. :

If elderly Americans are fearful, it is
because they have seen President Reagan
break promises made by candidate -
Reagan not to take social security bene-
fits away from current beneficiaries,

If elderly Americans are fearful, it is
because they have heard the administra~-
tion talk about comproimises on the dras-
tic proposals it announced in May, but
what they see is an unylelding, uncom-
promising stance on elimination of the
minimum benefit.

Mr. President, if President Reagan and
the Republicans truly wanted to alleviate
the fears of elderly Americans, they
would demonstrate it by restoring. the
minimum benefit for those currently re--
cefving this benefit. If they wanted to
eliminate those beneficiaries who receive
public pensions or otherwise fail to meet
the administration’s definition of who
should receive the minimum benefit, they
would propose legislation targeted at
those individuals—not a sweeping elim-
ination of all the individuals affected by
the minimum benefit.

Mr. President, we have a unique op--
portunity to act now to reassure the mil-
lions of Americans watching that this
Government will not allow social security
beneficiaries to suffer, that we will not
turn our backs upon 80- and 96-year-old
Americans, elderly women receiving min-
imum social security benefits. To delay,
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to give excuses, will send the wrong mes-
sage to these Americans. Let the Senate
speak today with compassion.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I yleld
8 minute to the Senator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
elemental justice of the issue we are go-
ing to present to the Chamber surely
commends itself to the Members on both
sides of the aisle. We have just adopted
an extraordinary reduction in social
programs. We are soon to have a tax bill
that will provide a third of its unprece-
dented benefits to 5 percent of the popu-
lation, and the administration I fear is
helping to finance consequent deficits by
taking away social security of elderly
people, single women, men, who lived
their lives at $140 a month, and surely
this Chamber will not do that.

It will have an opportunity not to do
it in a very short while.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr.
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has I minute and 30 seconds
remaining.

Mr. RIEGLE. I yield 30 seconds to the
Senator from Ohijo.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
commend the Senator from Michigan for
his leadership in this effort. It is shame-
ful that we ought to stand here talking
about whether we are going to reduce the
minimum social security benefit of $122
a month at the very same time one of the
major disputes facing this Congress has
to do with $46 billion in tax cuts for
the oil industry.

Mr. President. when I told Budget Di-
rector Stockman, several months ago,
that I thought that this administration
was cruel, inhumane, and heartless, this
was precisely the type of issue to which
I was addressing myself.

Who are these people, these minimum
social security benefit recipients, who de-
serve to be singled out by this adminis-
tration for the first actual social secur-
ity benefit cutbacks in the history of the
United States?

Almost a million of them, 941,000 to
be precise, are over age 75; 270,000 of
them are over age 85; 13,678 of them are
over 95.

The only argument we hear from the
supporters of eliminating the minimum
benefit is that we are somehow eliminat-
ing double dipping. Well, I say to you
that if we want to eliminate double
dipping we should begin with someone
other than defenseless senior citizens.
We should start with high-paid and
powerful military retirees and Govern-
ment retirees who are in the private sec-
tor, and not with tens of thousands of
people who are 75, 85. and 95 years old.

This Senate must show some compas-
sion here this afternoon. We must show
& sense of justice, and we must honor the
commitment we have made to our Na-
tions senior citizens.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I yield 30
seconds to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I think
it is very important to understand that
there is a measure at the desk now
which, if the Senate will take it up and
pass it, will resolve this problem with

President, how
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respect to the mintmum social security
payment for 3 million people.

It has passed the House earlier today
by more than 400 votes. It is at the desk.
We can take it up and pass it here and
the issue will be put to rest for millions
of elderly Americans. We ought not to
pass by this oppertunity. It would be
shameful to do so.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I reserve
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee has 5 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the social
security minimum benefit has been the
subject of controversy throughout this
reconciliation process. The Senste voted
on the issue three times during the last 4
months and teday the House of Repre-
sentatives took its second vote cn the
subject. The elimination of the minimum
benefit has become an emotional issue
and the emotion, heightened by Den:o-
cratic rhetoric, threatens to obscure the
facts. Obviously, it is time to focus en
those often ignored facts.

First of all, and I think this Is signifi-
cant, there is widespread agreement
that the minimum benefit should be
eliminated for future recipients. The
minimum benefit is largely unearned,
consisting of & welfare support add-on to
the monthly payment s recipient is en-
titled to from his or her tax contribu-
tions. Under current law, some husbands
and wives retiring on the minimum bene-
fit next year, for example, would be eli-
gible for a lifetime retirement income
from social security about 300 times
greater than the amount they paid into
the system.

It is widely recognized that the mini-
mum benefit no longer achieves its origl-
nal purpose. The minimum benefit was
intended to provide retirement income
for workers with very low wage histories
and for those elderly persons whose em-
ployment took place primarily before so-
cial security covered their work. Times
have changed. Today, people who work
their lifetimes under social security at
low wages—the minimum wage or even
half the minimum wage—receive a bene-
fit based on the regular benefit formula
that exceeds the minimum benefit.

Elderly poor people actually receive no
extra income from the minimum benefit
because their Federal assistance paye-
ments from SSI are reduced dollar for
dollar on account of other sources of
income.

The result is that, today, the minimum
benefit provides a windfall gain to people
with short work histories under social
security—such as those with long periods
of Government employment. This has
been well documented in separate studies
by the CBO and GAO. Based on GAQ
data, it is estimated that 450,000 mini-
mum benefit recipients also receive Fed-
eral clvil service pensions which average
$16,000 annually.' Combined with the
minimum social security benefit, such re-
tired Federal employees have annual in-
comes over $18,000.

It is also estimated that some 50,000
minimum beneficiaries have retired
spouses who receive $18,500 & year in
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Federal pension income. The average an-
nual retirement income for such & couple
exceeds $21,000.

Yet another group of minimum benefit
recipients. appreximately 300,000, have
working spouses. According to GAO, the
combined income for these couples—
earnings plus the minimum benefit—i{s
at least $23,000 annually.

To sum up, the relevant data indicate
that up fo 800,000 current minimum
beneficiaries have total incomes which,
on the average, exceed $20,000. Certainly,
few would consider this a poverty level
income. )

The only real controversy surrounds
the elimination of thé minimum benefit
for those now receiving it—whether they
too should have thelr benefits recalcu-
lated to reflect actual earnings in covered
employment. The concern is whether or
not there would be & large group of
elderly poor adversely affected by this
change. This, of course, is no one’s inten-
tion. Our investigations to date suggest
that this would not occur. Anyone who
is elderly and poor, or would become Poor
as a result of eliminating the minimum
benefit, is eligible to receive SSI.

For them, Federal assistance payments
would rise dollar for dollar to offset any
loss of social security income. The avail-
able evidence suggests that more than a
million of the 3 million minimum bene-
fit recipients will be protected from a
decline in their incomes by SSI. The in-
comes of another million beneficiaries
are protected by the fact that they are
entitled to more than one social security
benefit. In the event cne bhenefit is re-
duced, the other one is there to make up
the difference nearly dollar for doliar.

Two special provisions contained in

" the reconciliation bill make it even more

certain that the elderly poor will not be
adversely affected. Under & provision
added by the Finance Committee, any-
one 60 to 64 who meets the SSI eligi-
bility requirements, would be eligible for
a special SSI payment even though they
are not yet 65. To insure that they ex-
perience no reduction in income, the
amount of this payment would be equal
to the difference between the minimum
benefit they had been receiving and their
newly calculated benefit. This means
that no minimum beneficlaries 60 or
older who are poor must experience &
loss of income.

The reconciliation bill also includes &
provision that instructs the Social Secu-
rity Administration to give early notice
to recipients who may experience a re-
duction in benefits. This notice will ad-
vise recipients to contact their lecal so-
cial security offices for information on
new benefit amounts and eligibility for
SSI. This is intended to provide ample
time for recipients to contact these of-
fices and be informed of the availability
of SSI. :

The proposal to eliminate the mini-
mum benefit has been carefully studied
in the Finance Committee since it was
first recommended by the President in
February. For the commitiee, the facts
spoke for themselves, and we adopted
the proposal, as did the Senate and the
House in their respective reconciliation
bills.
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To be certain that no unintended side-
effects or Inequities will be created by
eliminating the minimum benefit, we will
continue to study the provision during
the August recess and hold hearings on
the subject in September. If it becomes
apparent that the truly needy will be in-
advertently harmed by the provision, it
will be modified when the Finance Com-
mittee meets again.

Since the elimination does not become
effective until December, for new recipi-
ents, and until - March, for current
recipients, we will have the opportunity
to refine elements of the current provi-
sion, where necessary, at the same time
we deal with the very serious social se-
curity financing problem.

Mr. BAKER. One of the burdens of
leadership in the Senate on both sides
of the aisle is to attempt to act in a way
that serves the ultimate best interests
not only of the Members of this com-
munity of Senators, but of this Nation.

In the course of the discharge of that
responsibility, it is often necessary to
meet with Members on both sides of the
aisle to try to make arrangements and
agreements on how difficult, tedious, and
emotional issues will be dealt with.

A good part of my day yesterday was
spent in such a meeting with the dis-
tinguished Speaker of the House of
Representatives; the chairman of the
Rules Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives, Congressman RICHARD BoL-

- LING; the majority leader of the House
of Representatives; the minority leader
of the House of Representatives; the
minority whip; the chairman of the
Budget Committee, and others. Because,
at that time, we were on notice that there
would be an effort in the Rules Commit-
tee of the House of Representatives to
attach this measure to the reconciliation
conference report as an amendment to
be voted on together and that the rule
would not have permitted that confer-
ence report to have been voted on and
dealt with by this Congress before the
August recess unless it included this pro-
vision.

I must say, in respect to the Speaker of
the House and to Congressman BOLLING
and others, that we mutually agreed that
that should not be the result; that the
Congress should act on this measure and
do so In a rational and reasonable way.
It was decided that there would be a
rule in the House today which would pro-
vide for two measures Instead of one;
the conference report and a separate bill
dealing with social security minimum
benefits. -

. But it was also clearly understood in
that conversation that when that bill—
not an amendment to the conference re-
port, not a concurrent resclution, not
anything else—but when that bill
reached theSenate that it would, indeed,
be referred to committee.

All T have said has no bearing on the
rights of the Senator from Michigan or
the Senator from Massachusetts or the
Senator from Ohio or the Senator from
California or the Senator from New
York. It is to simply tell you the negotia-
tions that went on by the leadership as

trustees of the responsibility to operate
this body.
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Now, if I understand what the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan has said,
he intends to try to produce a rollcall on
this issue. He knows, because I have told
him, he knows, because it was made clear
in a meeting on yesterday, that there
would be a unanimous-consent request to
proceed to the immediate consideration
of this measure and that I would object
to it, not because I think there is no need
to address the issue of minimum social
security benefits, but because this is the
way we must transact the business of the
Senate in an orderly way and address
this question on some basis that bears
rational relationship to the issues in-
volved—by referring it to committee.

Mr. President, I do not know what the
Senator has in mind. Presumably, he is
going to make his unanimous consent re-
quest, and certainly I will object to it.
But if he attempts to produce a rollcall
vote on this issue or an issue related to it,
may I simply suggest to my friend that he
has every right to do that. He has every
right to do that. He has every right to do
that. But my friend is also at variance
with what Members on both sides of this
aisle have agreed was the orderly pro-
cedure for trying to dispose of this issue
at this time and for the time being.

Mr. President, I have said, the Presi-
has sald, Congressman MiIcHEL has said,

.many have said, and I now repeat, that

this issue must be addressed—the ques-
tion of minimum social security benefits.
There are men and women in great need
who receive these benefits, but there are
others who are not in need and who are
a8 burden on the system unjustly. It is
necessary that we address that question
as carefully as the system of the Senate
will permit. -

Mr. RIEGLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I will say
in the time remaining to me that if the
House can act today, the Senate can act
today. I think the question here is
whether 3 million elderly Americans are
worth 15 minutes worth of time that it
takes for a rollcall vote on this floor.
That is what it takes to vote here.

I plead with my Republican friend to
reconsider whatever agreements were
made yesterday. Staying here for 15 min-
utes to vote on this issue i3 not going to
inconvenience anybody. I think it is
wrong to leave those 3 million people out
there worrying for the next month while
we are off on vacation. I think it is wrong.
We ought to vote on it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
og tge Senator from Michigan has ex-
pired.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill that is at
the desk, H.R. 4331, be called up now and
voted on at this time.

Mr. BAKER. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. President, I withhold the request
in deference to the Senator from New
York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on be-
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half of Senators KENNEDY, RIEGLE, and
myself, I move that the Senate proceed
to the immediate consideration of H.R.
4331, the bill to restore the minimum
benefit under social security.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
rule XIV, paragraph 3, no bill from the
House of Representatives may be con-
sidered or debated on the day it is re-
ceived unless by unanimous consent.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, is that
the ruling of the Chair?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator?

Mr. BAKER. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 1
minute. )

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I recognize that my colleagues want a
vote on this measure. I think there ought
to be a vote on this measure. I support
the measure.

But there are two considerations that
I am compelled to mention. One, I asked
the distinguished majority leader, I be-
lieve it was on yesterday, as to whether
or not there would be anything else that
‘would be be called up before the August
recess, other than the tax conference
report, the reconciliation conference re-
port, and the HUD appropriation bill,
He assured me there would not be.

Now, a lot of Senators may have made
their plans on the basis of that promise.

Second, the motion has been ruled by
the Chair to be out of order. As one who
has acted as the majority leader of this
body for 4 years, I have to maintain that

it is clearly out of order. That is what

I would maintain if I were majority
leader. I cannot maintain anything else
under the present circumstances.

I would hope that we could avoid this
controversial vote at this time, which
is not going to accurately reveal the sen-
timents of at least one Senator here.
Myself—I can only speak for myself—-I
support the measure. But I cannot vote
to overrule the Chair in this circum-
stance when the motion is clearly, and
beyond any doubt, out of order.

Mr. President, I ask the distinguished
majority leader if he would—and I know
before I ask the question that it is within

‘the rights of any Senator under rule XIV

to initizte action that will force this bill
on the Calendar after an adjournment
over to a new legislative day—I wonder
if the distinguished majority leader
would consider letting this bill go to the
Calendar and setting a date next Tues-
day or next Monday, when we could
move to take up the bill and have & vote
on it so that my colleagues would get the
vote that thev want and we would not
have to prostitute the rules of the Sen-
ate in order to attempt to force a vote
at this time, which is not going to ac-
curately reveal at least one Senator's
sentiments on this question. If the dis-
tinguished majority leader could find it
in his heart to do that, I would personally
very much appreciate it.

Mr. BAKER. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield.
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Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, as much

as I would like to accommodate the mi-
nority leader, I cannot. I recited earlier

. the long and difficult negotiations under-
taken yesterday on how this matter
would be handled in both Houses. If for
no other reason than that I feel obli-

gated to abide by the arrangements that, .

were worked out at that time, I would
not, be prepared now to agree by unani-
mous consent to proceed now or to set a
time certain next week.

What I am prepared to say is that if
this goes to committee, as I indicated
yesterday in our meetings and have said

today and repeat now, when this goes to -

committee I am confident that there
will be action on it. I will insist. But,
Mr. President, this, I believe, is an effort
to force & vote on & collateral issue for
the sake of having a vote. I simply can-
not agree to that, Mr. President.

I must tell my friend, the minority
leader, with great reluctance that I feel
obligated to stand by commitments I
made In this body and in the other body
yesterday. I cannot do that.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
1 additional minute. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WAR-
KER) . Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,.
there is another way of going about this,

even though I am sure we will be unsuc-
cessful in the effort—as indeed it may
be unsuccessful in the long run in the
pending approach. I know that the dis-
tinguished majority leader and all of my
colleagues will understand if I should
later resort to another approach by

. which at least the Senate would have
an opportunity to vote on the measure,
although indirectly.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, with
great reluctance, I cannot accede to the
recent request of the majority and mi-
nority leaders. They know the respect in
which they are held by this Member and
all Members. }

I respectfully appeal the ruling of the
Chair and ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
has not ruled.
for the benefit of the Members.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Was that the ruling
of the Chair? Perhaps the Chair will be
kind enough to inform the Senator.

- 'The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair previously stated under rule XIV,
paragraph 3, that no bill from the House
of Representatives shall be considered or

debated on the day it is received unless

by unaiaimous consent.

- The Chair Inquired if there was ob-

Jection’ snd an objection was lodged.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, T

move the Immediate consideration of

the matter and was informed by the

- Chalir that we could not proceed. There.

was 8 ruling by the Chair and I ask that
the ruling be appealed. That is not an
unusual proceeding. I ask for the yeas
and nays. : ’ o

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the'

Senator claim that  his motion is.in
order? ,

Mrz. MOYNIHAN. I claim that my mo-
tion isin order. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chalr read rule XIV -
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Chalr rules that the motion of the Sen-
ator is not In order. ’

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I respectfully appeal
the ruling of the Chair and ask for the
yeas and nays. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there & -
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second. . :

The yeas and nays were ordered. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- -
tion, is shall the decision of the Chair
stand as the judgment of the Senate?
On this question, the yeas and nays have
been ordered; and the clerk will call the
roll. N

. The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

. Mr. STEVENS. 1 announce that the
Senator from Maine (Mr. ConeN), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE)

and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WEICKER) , are necessarily absent. i

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BUMPERS),
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Burpick), the ' Senator from Nevada-
(Mr. CannNON), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HoLLings), the Senator
from Montana (Mr. MELCHER), the Sen-
ator from Maine (Mr. MITCHELL), the
Senator from Tcnnessee (Mr. SaSSER),
and -the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
ZORINSKY) are necessarily absent.

Mr. INOUYE (after having voted in
the affirmative). Mr, President, on this
vote, I voted “yea.” If the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee: (Mr. Sassgr)
were here, he would vote “nay.” There-

" fore, I withdraw my vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators In the Chamber
wishing to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 30, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 248 Leg.]

. YEAS—§57
Abdnor Packwood
Andrews Hart Percy
Haitch Pressler
Baker Hatfleld Proxmire
Boren wkins Quayie
Boschwitz Hayakawa Roth
Byrd, Heinz Rudmsn
Harry P, Jr. Helms Schmitt
Byrd, Robert C. Humphrey S8impson
e Jepsen Specter
Cochran Kassebaum Stafford
D’'Amato Kasten
Danforth Laxult Stevens
Denton - Long Symms
Dole Lugar Thurmond
Domenici Mathiag Tower
Durenberger Mattingly ‘Wallop
East . Murkowski Warner
Gam Nickles
Gorton unn
NAYS—30
Baucus Exon Matsunaga
Bentaen Ford Metzenbaum
Biden Glenn' Moynihan
Bradley Heflin Pell .
Chiles Huddlestom Pryor
Orenston Jackson Randolph
DeComcinl Johnston Riegle
gg:?: Kennedy Sarbanes
Eagleton Levin Wiljams

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS .
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED--1
Inouye, for. :

NOT VOTING—13 -

Bumpers QGoldwater . Mitchell
Burdick Hollings Sasser

Cannon, McOlure Weicker
Cohen Melcher Zorinsky
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80 the ruling of the Chair was sus-
tained as the judgment of the Senate.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I shall not detain the Senate for
very long. I wish to make clear for the
record—because I am hearing various
questions that are being asked and I
think quite properly so—that I was not
a participant in the meeting to which
the distinguished majority leader re-
ferred 8 moment ago during which cer-
tain agreements were reached, and I

only wish to say that for the record.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Prosident, if the
minority leader will yield to me, I think
he will acknowledge that I did not in-
clude his name among them.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. No, not at all.
The majority leader did not, nor did he
so imply as much.

Mr. President, there is a procedure
whereby this measure can be voted on.
I do not have any illusions that it will be
voted on tonight or in the very near
future—with respect to this particular
bill at least. But under rule XIV the
measure can be put on the calendar and
once there, and with passage of two new
legislative days, a motion can be made
to proceed to this measure.

Of course, if a majority of Senators
would vote to uphold such a motion to
proceed then the matter would be before
the Senate. That is an orderly way in
which to proceed. .

I do not think I will succeed but at
};;st I have the conviction that I should

So, Mr. President, I ask that the clerk -
proceed to read the bill for the first time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title. )

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows: ’

A bl (HR. 4841), to amendment the
Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 to re=

storé minimum benefits under the Social
Security Act.

-‘Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the second reading of
the bill.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia?

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I make the next motion, with an apology
to the distinguished majority leader. I
know that I will fail. I always maintained
as majority leader that it is the majority
leader who has the responsibility to make
the motion to adjourn, but it is within
the right of any Senator to make that
motion, and during my tenure as major-

_-ity leader and during my tenure as ma-

jority whip there were Senators from
time to time on the other side who made
the motion to adjourn. My argument al-
ways was that that is the majority
party’s prerogative and the majority
leader’s prerogative, but it is not neces«
sarily a right that reposes only in the
majority leader.

So I am going to make that motion to
adjourn for the simple reason that by"
adjourning, if a majority of Senators

support the motion, the Senate will then
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be in a new legislative day when it re-
sumes its meeting and in that new legis«
lative day under rule XIV the measure,
which I have just asked for second read-
. ing on, would get that second reading
automatically at the clase of morning
business and then, with the proper objec-
tion to furthef consideration of the
measure, it ‘would automatically -go. on
the calendar ‘and then, of course, with
another adjournment over in a subse-
quent calendar day it would be.in order
to move to take up the measure from the
calendar.

I have no illusions that I have the |

votes to do this, but at least it is a proce-

- dure_ whereby the Senate can, in an
orderly way and under the rules, get to
a vote on the measure.

Mr. President, the Parliamentarian
has pointed out to me that this is the
31st day of Jily and that it 1s necessary
to adopt a certain concurrent resolution
at this time.

So it the dlstingutshed majority leader
wishes to. take up this concurrent res-
olution now, I vield the floor for that
purpose.

"Mr. BAKER. ‘N, Presldent. I suggest
the absence of & quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
*  'The assistant legislgtive clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I agk
unanimous consent that the order for the
. quorum call be rescinded
The PRESIDING OF'FICER Without
objéction, it so ordered.
The majority leader ls recognized

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, of course.'

the minority leader is right, and we must
pass House Concurrent Resolution 164
before we can proceed further. .

But in all candor, I must say that the
onlythmgthatxcanseethatwewwld
do if we make an issue out. of this is
perhaps create another rollcall vote. I
have no desire to do that. I must tell you
lnallfraukn&slhadnodeslretocre—
ate the last one
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MOTION TO ADJOURN FOR 1
MINUTE -

. Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, Presidert,
I move that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment for .1 minute.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Presldent I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OF'FICER Is there
& sufficient second ?

Thereis a suficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

'+ The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on-agreeing to the motion of
the S8enator from West Virginia.

- . On this -question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will

call the roll.

The legislative clerk’ caned the. roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Mailne (Mr. CoHgN), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY),
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE),
the Senator from Pennsylvanis (Mr.
SpecTER), and the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr Wucnn) are necessarily
absent.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BUMPERS),
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
BurbiCcK), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CANNON). the Senator from South Caro-

lina (Mr. HoLLINGs), the Senator from -
the Senator -

Montana (Mr Mm.cx-mn)
from Maine (Mr. Mrrcx-mu) the Sena-
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tor from Tennessee (Mr. Sasser), and
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. ZoRr-
INSKY) are absent on official business.
I further announce that, if present-
and voting, the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. 8asser) would vote “yea.”
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are

-there any other Senators in the Chamber

desiring to vote?
The result was announced—yeas 37,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rolicall Vote No. 249 Leg.)

YEAS—37

Baucus Ford - Metzenbaum
Bentsen Glean - Moynihan
Biden Hart Nunn
Boren Heflin Pell
Bmdley- Huddieston Pryor
Byrd, Robert C. Inouye Randolph
Chiles Jackson Riegle
Cranston Johnston Sarbanes
DeConcind Kennedy Stennis
Dixon - Leahy Tsongas
Doda Levin Williams
Eagleton

Exon . Matsunaga .

NAYS—49
Abdnor Gorton Packwood
ﬂmdmwn BJatcf;l Percy
rmstrong Hatfleld Presaler
Baker Hawkins . Proxmire
Boschwits Hayakawe, Quayle
By, Helng : Roth
Hamy P., Jr. Helms Rudman
Chatee Humphrey Schmitt
.Cochran Jopeen impeon
D’'Amato - Kiagsehaum Stefrord
. Danforth Kasten Stevens
Denton Laxalt Symms
Dole Lugar Thurmond
Domeniol Mathies Tower
Durenberger tingty Wallop
East Murkowski Warner -
Garn Nickies
NOT VOTING—14

Bumpers Grasdley Sagser
Burdick Hollings Specter
Cannon McClure Welcker
Cohemn Meicher Zorinsky
Goldwater Mi*chell

So Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD'S motion to
adjourn for 1 minute was rejected.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD addressed the

Chalr.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
minority leader.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
the motion to adjourn having failed, is
it not true that under rule XIV, the bill,
H.R. 4331, will be placed on the calendar
at the close of morning business on the
next new legislative day, which will re-
quire an adjournment, once the second
reading has occurred, which will be auto-
matic, and objection to any further pro-
ceedings has been placed thereto?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Benator 1s correct. The Chair will state
for the Recorp that the bill, having been
read the first time, shall remain at the
desk pending the second reading the
next legislative day.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Chalr. _

Then once on the calendar, of course,
it 1s a candidate for a motion to proceed
to its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Once it
gas been on the ca.lendar forl legislative

ay.-

Mr.: ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Chalr. -

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chalr.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The‘ma-
Jority leader.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there is
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no doubt that, when the time comes and
we have completed our work, there will
be, indeed, a resolution of adjournment.
It is my fond hope that it will occur very
fast and we can get on with the business
at hand.

At that time, Mr. President, there will
be an opportunity for Members to con-
sider the future course of action that
they may wish to proceed or pursue on
both sides of the aisle on this measure.
After we have returned from the recess,
and after the requirements of rule XIV
and the other Rules of the Senate are
comolied with, of course the minority
leader can move to take up the measure
on the calendar. But perhaps by that
time the Senate Finance Committee may
have other things to say on this subject,
as well.

I would only-——and this is not meant
to reopen the argument or to prolong
the debate—I would only reiterate what
I began with weeks ago. I suggested in
public and on the floor that this issue
should be addressed, but not in recon-
ciliation. It will be addressed. It will be
addressed in committee.

I assure Members on both sides of the
aisle that I do not intend to see that this
issue is laid aside, but that it is dealt
with. I also must say, Mr. President, I do
not intend to agree to consider this
motion.

Mr. President, there are two other mat-
ters that I would like to take up. I would
like to invite the attention of the mi-
nority leader, if I may, to another House
message which is at the desk, House Con-
current Resolution 167, concerning the
correction of the énrollment of H.R.
3982, the budget reconciliation bill.

If the distinguished minority leader
has no objection, I would like to procead
to dispose of that remnant of the bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
that is the resolution making technical
corrections, I believe, to which Senator
HorriNnGs referred in his discussions with
me and I believe in the presence of Mr.
DomMEeNICcI. Am I correct? .

NtIr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. There is no
objection.

Mr. DOMENICI. It has been checked
out with minority and majority staffs on
both sides of the aisle. It had already
been so cleared on the House side. That
is what the resolution does. Technical
errors in ihe reconciliation are cured.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. May I say fur-
ther, Mr. President, that the staff lady
to whom Mr. HorrLines assigned the
checking out of those corrections has re-
rorted to me and I have no objection. 1
know that I am proceeding in accordance
with the wishes of Mr. HoLLINGS, who is
the ranking manager on this side.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank the
minority leader and I thank the distin-
guiltssthed chdirman of the Budget Com-
mittee.

e - -



S 11354

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE October 14, 1981

RESTORATION OF MINIMUM SOCIAL
SECURITY BENEFITS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Senate will resume
consideration of the unfinished business, .
which the clerk will state by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4331) to amend the Omnibus
Reconciliation Act of 1981 to restore mini-
mum benefits under the Social Security Act.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.
UP AMENDMENT NO, 478
{Purpose: To provide for interfund borrow=
ing among the Soctal Security Trust Funds,
to restore the minimum benefit for cer-
tain individuals, and for other purposes)

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk in the nature
of a substitute and ask for its immediate
consideration. .

© ‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated. )

The legislative cierk read as follows:

The Senator from Kansas. (Mr. DoLE) pro-
poses an unprinted amendment numbered
478.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unani- .

mous consent that further reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it 1s so ordered.
" The amendment is as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause

and insert in lieu thereof the following:
INTERFUND BORROWING .

SectioN 1. Section 201 of the Soclal Secur=
ity Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(1) (1) If at any time prior to January
1991 the Managing Trustee determines that
borrowing authorized under this subsection
is appropriate in order to best meet the need
for financing the benefit payments from the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund or the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund, the Managing Trustee may

«borrow such amounts which he determines to
be appropriate from either such Trust Fund
for transfer to and deposit in the other such
Trust Fund. : .

“(2) In any case where a loan has been
~made under paragraph (1), there shall be
transferred from time to time, from the
borrowing Trust Fund to the lending Trust
Fund, interest with respect to the unrepald
balance of such loan at a rate equal to

the rate which the lending Trust Fund-

would earn on the amount involved if the
loan were an investment under subsection
@,

“(8) If in any month after a loan has been
made under paragraph (1), the Managing
Trustee determines that the assets of the
borrowing Trust Fund are sufficlent to per-
mit repayment of all or part of any loans
made under paragraph (1), he shall make
such repayments as he determines to be
appropriate.

‘(4) The Board of Trustees shall make &
timely report to the Congress of any amounts
transferred (including interest payments
under this subsectioh.”. .
REALLOCATION OF SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES AND

ADJUSTMENTS IN ALLOCATION OF RECEIPTS

Sec. 2. (a) (1) Section 3101(a) of the Ine
ternal Revenue Code of 19564 is amended by
striking out paragraphs (6) through (7) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

*(6) with respect to wages recelved during
the calendar year 1982, the rate shall be
5.90 percent;

“(6) with respect to wages received during
the calendar year 1983, the rate shall be
5.70 percent;

“(7) with respect to wages received during
the calendar year 1984, the rate shall be 5.45
percent;

“(8) with respect to wages recelved during
caiendar year 1985, the rate shall be 5.60
percent;

*(8) with respect to wages received during

the calendar years 1990 through 2004, the
rate shall be 6.70 percent; ‘
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_“(10) with respect to wages recelved during .

the calendar years 1990 through 2000, the
rate shall be 5.90 percent; and -

*“(11) with respect to wages recelved after
December 81, 2004, the rate shall be 6.20
- percent.”. .

(2) Section 3111(a) of such Code 1s
amended by striking out paragraphs (6)
through (7) and inserting in leu thereof
the following: ' .

“(5) with respect to wages pald during
the calendar year 1982, the rate shall be 5.90
percent; .

*“(6) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar year 1983, the rate shall be 6.70
percent; .

“«(7) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar year 1984, the rate shall be 5.45
percent; '

“(8) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar year 1986, the rate shall be 5.60
percent;

(9) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar years 1986 through 1989, the rate
shall be 5.70 percent; -

*(10) with respect to- wages pald during
the calendar years 1990 through 2004, the
rtae shall be 5.90 percent; and .

“(11) with respect to wages pald after

- December 81, 2004, the rate shall be 6.20

percent.”.
(8) 8ection . 1401(a) of such Code 1s

‘amended by striking out paragraphs (5)

through (7) and inserting in lleu thereof
the following:

“(6) in the case of any taxable year begin-
ning after December 31, 1881, and before
January 1, 1983, the tax shall be equal to
886 percent of the amount of the self
employment income for such taxable year;

“(6) in the case of any taxable year begine

. ning after December 31, 1982, and before

January 1, 1984, the tax shall be equal to
8.36 percent of the amount of the _self-
employment income for such taxable year;

*(7) in the case of any taxable year begin-
ning after December 381, 1983, and before

.January 1, 1985, the tax shall be equal to

8.10 percent of the amount of the self-
employment income for such taxable year;
“(8) in the case of any taxable year begin-

_ning after December 31, 1984, and before

January 1, 1886, the tax shall be equal to

8.45 percent of the amount of the selfe

empolyment income for such taxable year:;
“(8) in the case of any taxable year begin.
ning after December 31, 1985, and before
January 1, 1890, the tax shall be equal to
8.66 percent of the amount of the self-
employment income for such taxable year;
“(10) in the case of any taxable year be-
ginning after Decemnber 81, 1989, and before
January 1, 2008, the tax shall be equal to 9,00
percent of the amount of the self-employ-
ment income for such taxable year; and
“(11) in the case of any taxable year be-
ginning after December 381, 2004, the -tax

shall be equal to 9.30 percent of the amount"

of the self-employment income for such toxe
able year.”.

(b)(1) Bection 3101(b) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1964 1s amended by striking
out paragraphs (4) through (6) and inserte
ing in lleu thereof the following: !

“(4) with respect to wages received dure
ing the calendar year 1981, the rate shall be
1.30 percent; .

* “(5) with respect to wages recelved during
the calendar year 1982, the rate shall be 0.80
percent; :

“(6) with respect to wages received dur-

ing the calendar year 1983, the rate shall be
1.00 percent; . .
“(7) with respect to wages received during
the calendar year 1984, the rate shall be 1.26
percent;. ) )
“(8) with respéct to wages received during
the calendar years 1985 through 1989,- the
rate shall be 1.45 percent; i
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*(9) with respect to wages recelved during
the calendar years 1890 through - 2004, the
rate shall be 1.75 percent; and -

“(10) with respect to wages received after.
December 31, 2004, the rate shall be 143
percent.”. )

(2) Section 8111(b) of such Code is
amended by striking out paragraphs (4)
4hrough (8) and Inserting in lleu thereof

- the following:

“(4) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar year 1981, the rate shall be 1.30°
percent; . :

*(6) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar year 1982, the rate shall be 0.80
percent; .

“(6) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar year 1983, the rate shall be 1.00
percent; _ .

“(7) with respect to wages pald during the
calendar years 1984, the rate shall be 1.28
percent; .

“(8). with respect to wages pald during the
calendar years 1985 through 1989, the rete
shall be 1.46 percent; S .

“(9) with respect to wages paid during
the calendar years 1980 through 2004, the
rate shall be 1.76 percent; and

“(10) with respect to wages pald after De-
cember 381, 2004, the rate shall be 1.48
percent.”. o .

(3) BSection 1401(b) of such Code 18
amended by striking out paragraphs (4)
through+(6) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: o

“(4) in the case of any taxable year begine
ning after Decomber 81, 1980, and before
January 1, 1983, the tax shall be equal to -
1.30 percent of the amount of the ‘self-
employment income for such taxable year;"

“(6) In the case of any taxable year begins.
ning after December 81, 1881, and before
January 1, 1983, the tax shall be equal to
0.80 percent of the amount of the self-
employment income for such taxable year;

“(6) In the case of any taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 1982, and before
January 1, 1984, the tax shall bp equal to
1.00 percent of the amount of the self-
employment income for such taxable year;

“(7) In the case of any taxable year bee-
ginning after December 31, 1883, and before
January 1, 1985, the tax shall be equal to 1.28
percent of the amount of the self-employe
ment income for such taxable year; .

“(8) in the case of any taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 1984, and before
January 1, 1990, the tax shall be equal to
146 percent of the amount of the self-
employment income for such taxable year;

“(8) In the case of any taxable year be-
ginning after December 81, 1989, and before
January 1, 2003, the tax shall be equal to
1,76 percent of the amount of the self-
emé:loymen-t tncome for such taxable year;
an

“(10) in the case of any taxable year bee
ginning after December 31, 2004, the tax shall
be equal to 146 percent of the amount of
the s?lf-employment income for such taxable
year.”, .

(c) Section 201(b)(1) of the Soclal Se-
curity Act is amended by striking out clauses
(K) through (M) and inserting {n lieu there=
‘of the following: “(K) 143 centum of
the wages (as so defined) pald after Decem-
ber 31, 1981, and before January 1, 1883, and
s0 reported, (L) 1.33 pér centum of the wages
(a8 s0 defined) paid after December 81, 10832,
and before January 1, 1984, and so reported,
(M) 1.19 per centum of the wages (88 80
defined) paid after December 81, 1983, and
before January 1, 1986, end so reported, (N)
1.20 per centum of the wages (as 60 defined)
pald after December 31, 1985, and before
January 1, 1990, and so reported, -and (O)
1.50 per centum of the wagee (8s so defined)
pald after December ‘31, 1989, and 80 ro-

POd) ‘Section 201(b)(3) of the Social Se-
curity Act 18 amended by smmngoutdcm
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(K) through (M) and inserting in lieu there-
of “(K) 1.035 per centum of the amount of
self-employment income (as so defined) so
reported for any taxable year beginning after
December 31, 1981, and before January 1,
1983, (L) 0.275 per centum of the amount of
self-employment income (as so defined) so
reported for any taxable year beginning af-
ter December 31, 1982, and before January 1,
1984, (M) 0.885 per centum of the amount
of self-employment income (as so defined)
so reported for any taxable year beginning
after December 31, 1983, and before Janu-
ary 1, 1985 (N) 0.900 per centum of the
amount of self-employment Income (as so
defined) 50 reported for any taxable year be-
gining after December 31, 1984, and before
January 1, 1390, (O) 1.145 per centum of the
amount of self-employment income (&8 80
defined) so reported for any taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 1989, and before
January 1, 2005, end (O) 1.125 per centum
of the amount of self-employment income
(as so defined) so reported for any taxable
year beginning after December 81, 2004,".

RESTORATION OF MINIMUM BENEFIT FOR
CURRENT RECIPIENTS

SEc. 3. (a) Section 2201(h) of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 is amend-
ed to read as follows: '

“(h) (1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), and in section 203(n) of the Social Se-
curity Act, this section and the amendments
made thereby shall be effective only with ree
spect to benefits payable for months after
October 1981, and only in the case of persons
who are eligible for benefits under title I1I of
the Social Act on the basis of the wages and
self-employment income of an individual
who initially becomes eligible for old-age or
disability insurance benefits after October
1981, or who dies after October 1981 and was
not initially eligible for old-age or disability
insurance benefits before November-1981.

“(2) In the case of an individual who is &
member of & religious order (within the
meaning of section 3121(r) (2) of the Inter=
nal Revenue Code of 1954), or an autono-
mous subdivision of such order, whose mem-
bers are required to take a vow of poverty,

and which order or subdivision had elected

coverage under this Act prior to the date of
the enactment of this paragraph, or who
would be such & member except that such
individual is constdered retired because of
old age or total disability, this section and
the amendments made thereby shall be effec-
tive only with respect to benefits payable for
months after Octoker 1991, and only in the
case of persons who are not eligible for bene-
fits under title II of the Social Security. Act
on the basis of the wages and self-employ-
ment income of such an individual who dies
or initially becomes eligible for old-age or
disability insurance benefits before Novem-

ber 1991,

“(3) For purposes of this subsection, eligi-
bility for old-age and disability insurance
benefits shail be determined In accordance
with paragraphs (2) (A) and (3) (B) of sec-
tion 216(a) of the Social Security Act.”.

(b) (1) Section 203 of the Soclal Security
Act 18 amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsections:

“Reduction in Benefits for Certain Recipi-
ents of the Minimum Benefit Who Receive
Governmental Penslon System Benefits
“(m) (1) Any individual—

“(A) to whom the amendments made by
section 2201 of the Omnibus Budget Recon-

ciliation Act of 198t (reiating to the repeal

of the minimum benefit} do not apply;

“(B) who Is entitled to a monthly benefit
under this title, the amount of which, as de-
termined without regard to deductions on
account of work otherwise required under
this section, would be reduced for any month
if the amendments made by sectton 2201 of
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
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1981 (relating to the repeal of the minimum
benefit) were appliceble with respect to such
individual; and

“(C) to whom there is payable for the
month of May 1982 & monthly periodic bene-
fit or bexefits in a total amount of $300 or
greater which 18 based upon such individual's
earnings while in the service of the Federal
Government or any State, 8s deflned In
section 210(h) (or & Ppolitical subdivision
thereof, as defined in section 218(b)(2)), or
an instrumentality of two or more States,

shall, for any month for which the monthly
periodic benefit or benefits described in sub-
paragraph (C) continue to be payable, be
subject to a benefit reduction under para-
graph (2;. . )

“(2) The amount of the benefit to which
an individual described in paragraph (1) is

otherwise entitled for such month under this

title, as d=2termined without regard to deduc-
tions on account of work otherwise required
by this section, shall be reduced by an
amount equal to §0 much of the total
monthly periodic benefits (described in para-
graph (1)(C)) payable to such individual
for the month of May 1982 as exceeds $300
(rounded to the nexi higher multiple of 81 if
not a multiple of 81), but in no event shall
the monthly benefit nder this title be re-
duced b7 reason of this subsection to an
amount less then the amount to which such
fndividual would be entitled if the amend-
ments made by section 2201 of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (relating
to the repeal of the minimum benefit) were
applicable to such indjvidual.

**(8) For purposes of this subsection, any
periodic benefit whicn is paid on other than
a monthly basis, shall be allocated on a basis
equivalent to & monthly benefit (as deter-
mined by the Secretary) and such equivalent
monthly benefit shall constitute a monthly
periodic benefit for purposes of this subsec-
tion. For p of this subsection, the
term ‘periodic benefit’ includes a beneflt pay-
able in a lump sum if it 15 a commutation ot,
or & substitute for, periodic payments.

*(4) The provisions of this subsection shall
not apply to any person who, for the month
of May 1982, is entitled to monthly insurance
benefits under this title on the basis of the

- wages and self-employment income of more

than one individual.

“Reductions in Benefits for Reglpients of

Minimum Benefit Who Reside Qutside the
United States

“(n) Section 2201 of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1981 (relating to the
repeal of the minimum benefit) and the
amendments made thereby shall be effective
with respect to benefits payable for any
month after May 1082 in the case of &
person who, during such month, ig not a
resident of the United States (a8 defined
in section 210 (1)), and who was eligible
for benefits under this title on the basis
of the wages and self-employment income
of an individual who died or initially be-
came eligible for old-age or disability ine
surance benefits before November 1981.”.

(2) The amendment made by paragraph
(1) shall be effective with respect to
monthly benefits payable under title II of

the Social Security Act for June 1982 and .

months thereafter.

(c) Section 1623 of the Soclal Security
Act I8 repealed.

(d) Subparagraph (A) of section 6103 (1)
(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(relating to disclosure of certain informa-
tlon to Soclal Security Administration and
Rallroad Retirement Board) is amended by
inserting “and payments of retirement ine
come,” after '‘chapters 3, 21, and 24,”.

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE TO FIRST SIX MONTHS
OF SICK PAY

SEc. 4. (a) Bection 209(b) (2) of the Social

Security Act and Section 3121(a)(2) (B) of

October 14, 1981 .

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 are each
amended by inserting immediately after
“sickness or accident disability” the follow=
ing: “(but not including any such payment
that {s made directly to such eémployee from -
the regular wage or salary gccount of such
employer)”.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
{a) shall be effective with respect to re-
muneration pald after December 31, 1981,

EXTENSION OF DISABILITY INSURANCE MAXIMUM
FAMILY BENEFIT TO OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS
INSURANCE BENEFICIARIES .

Sec. 6. (a) Section 203 (a) of the Soclal.
Security Act 1s amended— )

(1) by striking out paragraph (8);

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2),
(3), (4), and (6), 1s paragraphs (2), (3), (4).
(5). and (6), respectively; and -

(3) by inserting before paragraph (2)
(as so redesignated) the following new
paragraph: . .

“(1)(A) The total monthly benefits to
which beneficlarics may be entitled under
section 202 or 223 for & month (but prior
to any increases resulting from the applica
tion. of paragraph (2)(A)(11)(III) of sece
tion 215(1)) on the basis of the wages and
self-employment income of an individual
whose primary tnsurance amount has been
computed or recomputed under paragraph
(1) or (4) of section 215(a), or under section
216(d), as In effect after December 1978,
shall, except as otherwise provided by this
subsection, be reduced to ‘the smaller of--

‘(i) 85 percent of such individual's aver-
ageé indexed monthly earnings (or 100 per=
cent of his primary insurance émount, if
larger), or .

(i) 160 percent of such individual’s pri-
mary insurance amount.

Any such amount that is not a muiltiple of

$0.10 shall be decreased to the next low-

est muiltiple of 80.10. . :

*(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply
to benefits based on the wages and self-
employment income of an individual—

“(1) who dies before 1982; T

“(11) who attains age 62 before 1982, ex-
cept with respect to benefits payable during
an entitlement to disability insurance bene-
fits of an individual whose initial entitle- -
ment to such benefits occurred after June
1980; or

“(111) who, in the case of an individual
who attains age 62. or dies before attain-
ing age 62, after 1981, became entitled to
disability Insurance benefits before July
1980, and was entitled to disability insur-
ance benefits in any month after June 1980
and before January 1982 (unless the individ-
ual 18 not entitled to such benefits during &
period of more than 12 consecutive months,
after December 1980, before he dies, agaln
becomes disabled, or attains age 62 which-
ever first occurs).”. )

(b) (1) Paragraph (2) (as so redesignated
by subsection (a) of this section) of section
203(a) of such Act 18 amended—

A()AL in the matter preceding subparagraph
, by—

(1) inserting “to whom paragraph (1) does
not apply, and” after “In the case of an in-
dividual™;

(11) inserting after “section 202 or 223 for
& month” the parenthetical phrase “(but
prior to' any .Increases resulting from the
application of paragraph (2) (A) (i1) (III)-
of section 216(1))", and striking out that
phrase as it appears elsewhere In such para-
graph; and

(111) striking out “except as provided by
paragraphs (3) and (8)" and Inserting in
lleu thereof “except as otherwise provided

by this subsection”; and

(B) by striking out “paragraph (2)" each
place it ‘appears in subparagraphs (A), (B),
and (C) and inserting in lleu thereof in
each instance “paregraph (8)*. ’
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(2) Paragraph (3) (A) (as so redesignated
by subsection (&) of this section) of section
203(a) of such Act as amended to read as
follows:

“(3) (A) or Individuals who initially be-
come eligible for old-age or disability in-
surance benefits, or who die (before becoms
ing so eligible for those benefits), in calen-
dar year 1879, 1880, or 1981—

“(1) the emounts established With re-
spect to subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2)

are $230, $248, or $270, respectively;

’ “(i1) the amounts established with re-
spect to subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2)
are $332, 8358, or $390, respectively; and

“(111) the amounts established with re-
spect to subparagraph (C) of paragraph (2)
are $433, 8467, or §508, respectively.”.

(3) Paragraph (3) (as so redesignated by
subsection (a) of this section) of section
203(a) of such Act is further amended by
striking out subparagraphs (B) and (C) and
by redesignating subparagraph (D) as sub-
paragraph (B). )

(c) Section 203(2)(9)(C) of such Act

is amended by striking out ‘“section 203(a).

(4)” end inserting in lieu thereof “paras
graph (6)”.

(8) Section 216(1)(2) (D) of such Act is
amended-—

(1) by striking out “paragraph (3)(B)
thereof” and inserting in lieu thereof “para-
graph (4) (B) thereof”; and

(2) by striking out the last sentence
thereof.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. DOLE. It is my understanding that
this substitute would be amendable in the
second degree. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will be
amendable in two degrees. N

Mr. DOLE. The point I make is that
there may be Members who have amend-
ments. I would say to those who may be
listening, or members of their staffs who
may be listening, that we are prepared to
do business. I have a brief opening state-
ment on the nature of what the Finance
Committee accomplished, and I think the
Senator from New York has some com-
ments to make. I am certain others will
wish to speak.

For those who have amendments to of-
fer, I suggest that within the next 20 to
30 minutes we will probably be in & posi-
tion to consider those amendments.

By unanimous vote on September 24,
the Finance Committee approved a s0-
cial security amendment that has been
offered to H.R. 4331. The amendment
makes several changes in social security
that would help insure the retirement
fund can meet benefit payments next
year and that would also allow for a
nearly complete restoration of the mini-
mum benefit for those currently on the
rolls.

First, the committee amendment
would reallocate the social security tax
among the three trust funds. Keeping the
overall social security tax rate the same
as under current law, old age and survi-
vors' insurance tax would be increased,
the disability insurance tax would be de-
creased, and the hospital insurance tax
would be decreased through 1985, then
subsequently increased,

In order to provide additional flexibil-
ity in meeting benefit obligations over
the next 10 years, the proposal would al-
80 give the managing trustee, the Secre-
tary of Treasury, authority to borrow be-
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tween the OASI and DI funds. This ine
terfund borrowing authority would ex-
pire at the end of 1990 and it would in-
volve only the two cash benefit funds.

Second, the amendment would restore
the minimum benefit for most people on
the benefit rolls who were scheduled to
have thelr benefits recalculated next
March. Under the committee amend-
ment, the minimum benefit would be re-
stored for all people eligible for benefits
before November 1981. Minimum bene-
ficiaries with governmental pensions
would have their minimum benefits re-
duced dollar for dollar for the portion of
their governmental pension above $300,
but not below the amount of the bene-
fit based on their actual earnings. Ac-
cording to the Social Security Admin-
istration, ‘2.7 million of the 3 million
minimum beneficiaries would continue to
receive the full minimum benefit.

For members of religious orders who
have taken a vow of poverty and who
were first covered under the social se-
curity program as a result of amend-
ments adopted in 1972, the amendment
would defer the elimination of the mini-
mum benefit for future récipients Jor a
period of 10 years.

The committee amendment would
achieve trust fund savings by extending
the disability maximum family benefit
formula to retirement and survivor
cases, for workers reaching age 62 or
dying after 1981. Additional revenues
would be generated by a provision that
removes the exclusion of certain sick
pay from social security taxes during the
first 6 months the employee is off work.

In all, the committee amendment pro-

vides a much needed and widely support-
ed mechanism for insuring the solvency
of the retirement fund in the near term.
It also restores the minimum benefit in a
fair and equitable way without worsén-
ing the condition of the trust funds. I
urgé my colleagues to support the com-
mittee amendment. ,
I might remind my colleagues, of
course, that this amendment is by no
means an answer to social security’s
financing needs. .

I might say, as an aside, that there has
been some feeling that we ought to just
provide for interfund borrowing and re-
allocation of the tax, and our worries will
be over.

Well, mayhe our worrles would be over
8s Members of the Senate who may be
running for reelection in the next year
and maybe through 1984. But the worries
will not be over for the 36 million bene~
ficiaries who now receive benefits, or 115
million workers who now pay into social
security who are counting on ‘a stable
system to be there upon their retirement.

S0 I would suggest that what we have
done, in effect, is to indicate that there is
a problem. We have indicated that we
are not quite ready to come to grips with
it, possibly for fear of constituent reac-
tion. Certainly, those. beneficiaries now
receiving social security for the most

.part have a lot of misinformation, a lot

of conflicting information, much of it
well intentioned.

I would hope that if, in fact, this
amendment is agreed to by the Senate,
passed by the House and signed into law
by the President, those who may read
about the Senate action or hear about
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the Senate action will not be under any
illusion that somehow we have taken
care of the social security problem. What
we have done is to take the easy way out.
We have taken the cosmetic approach.

Right now, we have three different ac-
counts in social security. Two currently
have surpluses, one is about to go in the
red by next November. What we are pro-
posing to do is borrow from one of the
other funds, disability insurance, until
they are on the verge of insolvency and,
hopefully, by that time, we shall address
some of the real problems in social secu-
rity. .

Mr. President, the passage of this pro-
posal, it is my hope, would not stem the
enthusiasm, if there is any, in Congress
to move ahead immediately to address
the long-term problem. I also hope it-

. would not dampen the efforts by the ad-

ministration, particularly the President,
to come to grips with this problem.

The problem js not coming up with
good ideas to solve the financing prob-
lem. We believe that we have a number
of good ideas, coming from Democrats
and Republicans. The problem is finding
the courage or the will, if you please, to
deal with this matter as it should be
dealt with in the appropriate committees
and in the full Senate and the full
House.

Mr. President, I suggest that, in effect,
what we have done in the committee
amendment is slightly delay the day of
reckoning. We have indicated that, well,
we know there is a problem—some may
not agree, but most everybody. agrees
that there is a problem—and we are
going to take some time to look at that
problem. Hopefully, we will solve the
problem later. I certalnly have confi-
dence that we are going to address the
problem and I hope we will solve it.

Mr. President, this committee amend-
ment is not an answer to social security’s
financing needs.

While this amendment would certainly
improve the immediate situation, it does’
not fundamentally deal with the fact
that the system’s income is not certain .
to meet benefit costs through the decade.
Under trustees’ intermediate assump-
tions, $30 billion would be needed by 1990
to insure the barest level of solvency,
and nearly $80 billion would be required
to restore current levels of reserves.

Over the longer term, the situation
only becomes more serious. Given the
chronic deficits that are expected to
characterize medicare by the end of the
decade, the entire system is expected to
11'1;510 annual deficits beginning in the

's.

Over the next 75 years, the system’s
deficit is projected to equal 29 percent
of expenditures. I suggest, as I have be-
fore, that it is imperative that we con-
tinue efforts to forge a bipartisan solu~
tion'to these financing problems. .

- INTERFUND TAX REALLOCATION AND BORROWING

AUTHORITY

The present law allocations and the
proposed changes are shown in a table
I have had prepared.

I ask unanimous consent that that
table, with reference to tax reallocation,
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:
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PROPOSED REALLOCATION OF SOCIAL SECURITY TAX RATES FOR EMPLOYERS AND EMPLOYEES, EACH

~ October 14, 1981

0AS! ] W . Total
Present law Proposal Present faw Pr‘oposal Present law Proposal Present law - Proposal
1982, 4,578 5,185 0.825 0.715 1.30 0.80 6.70 6.70
1988 4,575 5.035 825 . 668 1.30 1.00 670 .70
- 4,515 4,858 .05 .595 1.30 125 6.70 6.70
4,750 5. 005 .950 .595 1.35 1.45 2.05 7.05
.1986-89 4,750 5,100 .950 .600 1.45 1.45 .15 1.15
1090-2004 5.100 5.150 1.100 .750 1.45 1.75 7.65 7.65
2008 and after. 5.100 5.450 1.160 750 1.45 1.45 7.65 7.65

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, under pres-
ent law (Public Law 97-35), the mini-
mum social security benefit is sched-
uled to be eliminated for all people who
become eligtble for benefits for the month
‘of November 1981 and later. The mini-
mum beneflt 1s scheduled to be ellm-
inated for all other beneficiaries begin-
ning with ‘'benefits for March 1982,

The committee adopted a provision to
restore the minimum benefit for all peo-
ple who are eligible for benefits before
November 1981 and who are residents of
the ‘United. States, residents of the 50
Btates, District of Columblia, Puerto Rico,

. Guam, ‘Virgin Xslands, and American
‘Samoa. Minimum beneficiaries with gov-
ernmental . pensions would have their
minimum bepefit reduced dollar for dol-
lar for the.portion of their governmental
pension above $300, but not below the
amount of the benefit based on their ac-
tua) earnings. ’ .

The Committee also agreed to defer
for a period of 10 years the elimination
of the minimum benefit in the case of
members of religlous orders who have
taken a vow of poverty and who were

first covered under the social security.

program as a reésult of amendments

adopted in 1972, '

EXTEND DISABILITY MAXIMUM PAMILY BENEFIT
‘TO REPIREMENT AND SURVIVOR CASES .

Under present law, Mr. President,
there is a limit on the amount of month-
1y benefits that can be paid on the earn-
ings record of one worker. This limit is
known as the maximum family benefit
(MFB) . In retirement and survivor cases.
the MFB ranges from 150 to 188 percent
of the PIA, primary insurance amount.
In disability cases, the MFB can be no
m::e thanmgs pgrcent o:hl the worker's
average ‘indexed monthly earnings
(AIME) or 150 percent of the prlmgg
insurance amount.

_The committee approved a provision
to extend the present law disability max-
imum family benefit formula to retire-
ment and survivor cases, for workers
reaching age 62 or dying after 1981.
EXTEND SOCIAL SECURITY PAYROLL TAX TO FIRST

€ MONTHS OF SICK PAY

Under present. Jaw, sick pay is subject
to soclal security taxes and is treated as
covered earnings unless it is either:
First, patd under & qualified plan or sys«
tem, or second, pald more than 6 months
after’ the Jast month the employee
worked.

If the employer’s plan or system is
qualified, the payments are excluded re-
gardless of whether they are made from
the employer’s regular wage or salary
.account or from a separate fund or
insurance. o .

The committee approved a provision
to remove the exclusion of sick pay under
a plan or system during the first 6
months the employee is off work if the
payments are made from the employer’s
regular wage or salary account.
provision would be effective for sick pay
in January 1982 and thereafter.

Mr. President, in a very brief discus-
sion, the S8enate FPinance Committee ad-
dressed the problems of social security
system and we at least have agreed, by
& unanimous vote of 20 to 0 in our com-
mittee, to authorize interfund borrowing,
reallocation of the tax, restoration, for
the most part, of the minimum benefit.
We adopted two provisions to pay for
that restoration, which we felt was the
only responsible thing to do. .

I also say that, as I am certain others
will say, this-is a retreat from an earlier
position of the administration. :

It is a recognition by the President,
by others in the administration, and by
those of
Finance—some of us. at least—that per-
haps, in the reconciliation process, we
may have gone too far with the mini-
mum benefit elimination. )

In view of the politicization of social
security since that time, it is now the
better course to follow to make a restora-
tion of that benefit, at least a 95-percent
restoration.

Pinally, the Senator from Kansas indi-
cates that it is his hope that we can
move rather quickly on this amendment.
It is my understanding now from the
Soclal Security Administrator that time
1s of the essence as far as notifying cer-

“tain people who might be affected if the
minimum benefit is not restored. Hope-
fully, today or tomorrow, we will be able
to pass this substitute without any crip-
pling amendments. There may be some
lurking out there somewhere. I hope
that then we can persuade our colleagues
in the House to take appropriate action
very quickly. -

Mr. President, I yleld the fioor.

(Mr. COCHRAN assumed the chair.)

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise

- first to respond to my friend, the re-

spected and exceptionally able chairman’

of the Committee on Finance, to say that
he has described the measure before us
as being, In some sense, a retreat today
from the original proposal. I want the
first remarks I make to assert my con-
viction that if that is the word to be
used, so be it. But.it is a gracious retreat.
It 1s a responsible change of opinion. It
is the result of a legislative process
which, upon consideration, brings par-
ticipants to new views. Absent that, we
would not have a deliberative process at
all.

us on the Committee on’

Mr. President, I would like to suggest
what will be obvious, that the degree to
which the chairman has brought this
change about is refiected by the fact that
we bring to the Senate a report of the
Committee on Finance adopted unani-
mously. It 1s a committee that was
scarcely unanimous in this matter when
the process began. That it should have
ended up this way is a tribute to the
chairman and, I think, to the capacity of
facts to change opinions in the course
of deliberations in this body.

The chairman will recall, and while I
do not wish to dwell on it I have a re-
sponsibility to note, at least, that this
particular phase of the history of the
Social Security Act begins on the 12th
of May, when we received from the ad-

- ministration, with no advance warning,

with no consultation, and with no prep-
aration, & proposal to transform the so-
clal security system drastically in two
respects.

First, to reduce benefits sharply, some-
thing that had not been done before, and
certainly never contemplated at this
level of reduction. For persons retiring
at age 62, for example, benefits would
be reduced by 40 percent, taking them
from 80 percent of the full benefit they
would receive at age 65 to 49 percent
and—not to bring too many ratics into
this discourse—leaving such a retiree
with an average replacement rate, as we
say, of 19 percent of earning. In effect,
this formalizes & retirement in which
social security benefits would be below
the poverty line. This is not to say that
many refirees would not have other re-
tirement benefits coming, but many
would not.

It remains the case that only about
half of the people retiring in our country
have any other pension with which to
supplement social security. About half
live on soclal security and nothing else.
Hence, the importance of something
such as the benefit rate paid at early
retirement.

Early retirement was singled out on

‘the ground that this was & privilege of

some sort that was being somehow
abused. It was and Is not in any sense

‘a way to take advantage of the system.

The judgment made in 1962 to provide
early retirement at 80 percent of the
full rate at 65 was based on an actuarial
calculation that this would, on average,
provide the same lifetime benefits as are
received by “regular” retirees. It has
turned out to be actuarially precise to &
degree that 1s not ordinarily found. Over
time, persons who have retired early
have received exactly what they were ex-
pected to receive. Eighty bercent of a full
benefit, received at age 62, has led to a
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payout equal to 100 percent at 85, and
a wash during the intervening intervals
as well—a.nice plece of work for which
the actuaries should be congratulated.

However, it 15 also the fact that we
think most persons retiring at age 62 do
so because they are ill or are unem-
ployed. It is not simply exercising the
option to move to Florida and play golf
instead of going on with your job. It is,
rather, exercising the option suddenly to
receive income when you have not been
receiving any at all.

As we discuss the social security law,
we will often find persons on both sides
of the aisle saying as to the character-

istics, for example, of persons who take.

early retirement, that, “We think this is
s0.” It has surprised me, at least, to
realize how. little is known about the
characteristics of the approximately 35
million persons in the system.

We have run a very tight administra-
tion in soclal security, it seems to me. We
know that its computer facilities could
be usefully brought into a third and
fourth generation of sophistication but
- administrative costs have been very low.
On the other hand, the administrators
* have been unwilling to find out very

much about the 35 million people to
whom they send checks every month. We
know about the illness and unemploy-
ment causing early retirement from a
survey made in California 4 years ago.
In 1977, in California, it appeared that
{liness and unemployment were the larg-
est causes of early retirement; some 70
percent of early retirees were sick or job-
less prior to retirement. But one would
think that there would be a national
survey and that it would be kept up to
date. These are sampling procedures that
do not require any great invention if you
" just will carry them out.

Mr. President, the first radical fea-

ture of the May 12 proposal was that it

would have made sharp reductions in -

benefits. The second is that it would have
done s0 with almost no notice. The pro-

posal came to us May 12. It was in. .

tended to go into effect January 1. That
is not the way changes can be made In
a. soclal Insurance system. The concept
of due notice and due process has to be
present, and surely it was absent in this
regard.

It was not surprising, then, that on
‘May 22, by a vote of 96 to 0, this body
said that it would not go forward with
that proposal in that manner.

In the meantime, we were adopting a
change in the law which had an aspect
of sudden death to it—if that is not too
harsh a term—that gave no adequate
notice to retirees. This is the elimination
of the minimum benefit.

The President will know that in the
Soclal Security Amendments of 19717, by
authorizing the minimum ‘benefit at
$122, we arranged that over time, in
effect, it would be phased out; that as
earnings history and therefore benefit
levels rose over time, there would be no
one coming into the system whose en-
titlement would be less than the current
minimum. 8o, in an orderly manner, this

benefit was to be diposed of, but not on

3- or 4-months’ notice.
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The distinguished chatrman of the
Committee on Finance is not wrong when
he says that we have to act with some
expedition here, else, on Christmas Eve,
some 3 million people are going to re-
ceive a notice that their social security
payments are being taken away from
them. Some have suggested that the note
might have holly and ivy to cheer them
up. It has been suggested, I am told, by
persons downtown that the distinguished
chairman of the committee might be the
one chosen to sign the notice, on the
ground that no one at the other end of
Pennsylvania Avenue wishes to do it.

As a point of fact, under the law, 3
million people will receive this special
yuletide notice from the chairman or
whoever is glven the distinction of send-
ing the greetings, unless we do act with
expedition, and I believe we should.

Again, there was the question of due
notice and due procedure.

At this point, I do not have much to
add, except to say that I belleve that in
the course of our deliberations we have
established that there are two problems
facing the social security system. One I8
a near-term problem that responds to the
unprecedented movement of prices and
wages in the last 4 years. Prices went up
and wages went down, probably for the
first time in the history of the American
economy; and Interest rates were at ex-

traordinarily high levels, interest rates

reflecting this changing relationship.

The result was that for the first time
in the history of our economic series,
real wages in the United States declined.
Unemployment remained high. The
economy has been flat since 1978, almost
an extended recession. :

Payments into the system have gone
down relatively. With inflation, payments
out of the system have been going up.
This, combined with the unprecedented
change in the wage-price relationship,
has depleted the trust funds.

And changes made by the 1977 amend-
ments have not been sufficient for the
purposes we contemplated at the.time.

We are responsibly advised by the
Congressional Budget Office and by the
administration that, with the changes
we make today, even after the cost of
restoring the minimum benefit to virtu-
ally all its present reciplents is ac-
counted for, the near-term problem will
be avoided. Enough reductions were
made in the reconciliation bill so that
between now and 1985 or 1990, as we
variously describe the near-term prob-
lem, we will get through.

Perhaps the ship will cross the bar
with a fairly narrow margin between the
bar itself and the keel, but that has hap-
pened before. In any event not a great
deal would be at stake if we had to
resort to some temporary adjustment at
the end of this decade because there-
after the system goes into a very ample
surplus for a very long time.

I note this not in anticipation of our
doing it, but simply to make the point,
Mr. President, that through most of the
1940's, In consequence of an amendment

proposed In “this body by our distin-

guished former Member, who is so much

a part of our history, Senator Vanden-.
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berg of Michigan, the funds had the
right to borrow from the Treasury if
they were temporarily short of moneys
owing to a combination of economic de=
velopments, or whatever. This did not
offend against any great principle. It
still does not.

It can be done if needs be done. It is
unlikely that it will be needed, but if it
is, it ‘can happen.

I do not want to stand here advocat-
ing that there be a steady infusion of
public moneys, of general funds, into the
social security system. There is a healthy
discipline that arises from the prospect
that the taxes paid into the system
shttmld be sufficient for the benefits paid
out. :

But I note that this is not the case
now, that under the medicare provisions
of the Social Security Act doctor bills
are paid by general revenues. The notion
that these revenues are from social secu-
rity taxes is not so. .

I point out that, in the early days of
the system, there was a deliberate public
subsidy to these funds. It will not seem
credible to many Members of the Senate
today, but the Social Security Act of 1935
provided that the moneys collected from
the payroll tax be invested in special
Government bonds, and that the Treas-
ury pay a full 3-percent interest on those
moneys.

Now, 3 percent interest was higher
than the rate of interest at which the
Treasury borrowed. It was thought to be
an astronomical number, never likely to
be reached in the market, and in that
measure, to that degree, and to that pur-
pose a subsidy was paid into the fund.

This was phased out in the 1940’s, and
the memory of a time when 3 percent
was an inconceivably high rate of inter-
est has gone, but I cannot fail to remind
my friend from Kansas of those grand
old days of the New Deal when the dollar
was sound, when interest rates were low,
and when social change was going for-
ward at such an agreeable pace.

Another point I wish to make is that
having talked about our near-term prob-
lemn, may I also say that there is this
other matter, this other question which -
I have found myself referring to as the
2020 problem. It is not a problem at all
but simply a statement of fact that about
the year 2020 the baby boom that fol-
lowed the Second World War will have
retired and we will have a high ratio of
older persons to workers. We will not
have a high dependency ratio, unless
there is a great and unanticipated demo-
graphic change. :

The dependency ratio, which is the
ratio of persons of working age to young
and old, specifically 20 to 64,.against
those above 64 and below 20 reached its
height in 1965. We will never again have
as many dependent persons relative to
persons of working age as we had in 1965.

But we will have this: The baby boom
will grow old, it will retire, and then pro-
vision has to be made for a higher rate
of contribution and of GNP than we

"have historically known."

I remind the Chair what this body has
heard before, which is that as a propor-
tion of gross national product, social

2 .
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security benefits go down from almost
5 percent last year to slightly more than
4 percent about the year 2005, and then
they rise to again about their present
level about the year 2015,

I wish not to be held to the month of
the calendar year in those terms, but
there is a decline such that by -about
the year 2020 we get back up to the
present rate of GNP, and then we go
from about 5 percent up to about 6 per-
cent in about the year 2035, something
in that range, and at 6 percent it holds
for a period, then declines again to a
bit above 5 percent as best we can know.

We presume a great deal about the
forecasting abilities of our actuaries. We
solemnly pretend to precision when we
refer to what the GNP in the year 2040
will be and the work-force ratio, the
labor-force ratio, and the unemployment
rates and things like that, That, alas, is
one of the prices we have paid for the
trappings that surrounded the original
Social Security Act. These gave us to
understand, gave the public to under-
stand, that a social insurance system
that in effect constituted an intergen-
erational tax transfer was in fact a
funded investment retirement annuity
arrangement as well as an insurance
arrangement, ) -

This was never so, it 18 not so, and
cannot in the nature of things be so,
but nonetheless we solemnly project the
funds’ status 75 years in the future as
if this were the portfolio being man-
aged by the Prudential Life Insurance
Co. It is not and is never going to be.

One thing I will take note of in pass«
ing is that we may have a problem dif-
ferent from one that has been most talk-
ed about, and I think the chairman may
or may not share my view on this, which
is that one of the consequences of the
Economic Recovery Act of 1981 was a
very great reduction of taxes on capital.
Taxes on capital gains were cut, and we
are very happy to see them cut as we
were steadily trying to do that in the
last two tax bills. Corporation taxes were
almost abolished in many cases. Inter.
generational transfer of capital was cer-

tainly changed. So we see the tax on .

capital going down while we contemplate
a steady increase in the taxes on labor,
which is, after all, what the payroll tax
is.

We might find ourselves before we
notice in a kind of shearing action in
which we have created unintentionally
in the tax system a very powerful in-
centive to employ capital and a very
powerful disincentive to employ labor,
simply because the taxes on one have
almost been abolished. I do not want to
exaggerate that they “have been abol-

ished, but they have been much reduced,

while the taxes on labor are much in-
creased,

What is the maximum social security
tax that is now to be paid? About 15 per-
cent, is it not? The maximum tax pay-
ment from 1990 on will be 15.3 percent.

The employer will pay 7.65 percent and .

the employee will do the same. That is a
heavy tax, far heavier than the 1-percent
tax mandated in 1935, 15 times heavier.

There will be those who will little note
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nor long remember that this observation
is made today, but to those who want
to follow this subject, I suggest that the
time may come when the disparity be-
tween the rising payroll tax and the de-
clining tax on capital, the rising tax on
labor and declining tax on capital, will
have consequences which we will want to

address. .

In any event, these are consequences
which are to be dealt with apart from the
near-term questions that we deal with
today.

In concluding these remarks—they
have been extensive only because I have
not seen any other Member, any other
Senator, wishing to speak—I would like
to say that I think a fair job was done. I
think. the unanimous judgment of the
committee reflects that fact, and I hope
the Senate will adopt this measure,

There will be some amendments being
put forward. I believe there will be one
by the Senator from Missouri, the senior
Senator, similar to one I offered unsuc-
cessfully in the Committee on Finance.
It may be, it may not be. This is an op-
portunity for the Senator from Kansas
to show that he can exact from the oil
and gas industries the same draconian
measures that he has insisted upon
where his own activities were involved.

I thank the Chair.

Mr, DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas,

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, just for the
information of Senators and others who
may read the Recorp, I.ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RecorD
comments from study groups and others
who recognize that we do have flnanc-
ing problems. : .

There being no objection, the com-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STUbY GROUPS AND OTHERS RECOGNIZING SUB-
STANTIVE SOCIAL SECURITY FINANCING PROB-
LEMS
National Commission on Social Security;

{(March 1981):

In order to assure adequate funding for
1981, Congress, in October 1980, enacted Pub-
lic Law 96-403, which provides for a shift
of payroll tax receipts in 1980 and 1981 from
the Disability Tnsurance Trust Fund to the
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund.

. Until very recently, it appeared that this
reallocation, plus some borrowing from the

Hospital Insurance Trust Fund, might re-

solve the short-term financing problem.

However, the estimates available to the Com-

niission based on the 1980 Mid-Session Re-

view assumptions of the Office. of Manage-
ment and Budget show that the combined
assets of all three trust funds will be inade~
quate to pay estimated benefits as they come

due starting in 1984.

Because of the great uncertainty inherent
in long-term projections, it has always been
acceptable for the long-range actuarial bale
ance (the relation between anticipated reve-
nues and. expenditurés over the full 76 year
valuation period) to show a small deficit or
surplus under the intermediate cost esti-
mates. Under the. tax rates of present law.
there is an actuarial imbalance under the
intermediate estimates in the 1980 Trustees
Report of 1.52 percent of taxable payroll.
Average expenditures are 112 percent of av-
erage income.

The Commission considers this an insufi-
cient degree of financing.
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that a list of the members
of the National Commission on Social
Security be printed in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the REecorD, as
follows:

MEMBERS OF THE NATIONAL COMMISSION
ON SociaL SECURITY

Milton Gwirtzman, chairman, attorney and
author, Newton, Massachusetts.

James J. Dillman, vice chairman, attorney.
Dillman, Holbrook, Wurtz & Roth, Sheboy-
gan, Wisconsin; Trustee, State of Wisconsin.
Retirement Fund and Member, Retirement
Research Committee.

Elizabeth T. Duskin, vice chairman, Direc-
tor of Research and Legislation, National
Council of Senior Citizens, Washington, D.C.

Wilbur J. Cohen, Austin, Texas, Sid Rich-
ardson Professor of Public Affairs. Lyndon
Baines Johnson S8School of Public Afairs,
University of Texas at Austin; Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, 1068—69.

Russell W. Laxson, Plymouth, Minnesota,
Retired Vice President, Public Affairs,
Honeywell Inc.

Donald S. MacNaughton, Nashville, Ten-
nessee, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer,
Hospital Corporation of America; former
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Pru-
dential Insurance Company of America.

Joyce D. Miller, Gutenberg, ‘New Jersey,
Vice President and Director of Social Serv-
ices, Amalgamated Clothing Workers of
America; member of the Executive Council.
AFL~CIO.

Robert J. Myers, Silver Spring, Maryland,
Professor of Insurance, Howard University;
Chief Actuary. Social Security Administra-
tion, 1947-70.

David H. Rodgers, Olympia, Washington.
Chief Deputy Insurance Commissioner, State
of Washington; Mayor of Spokane, Washing-
ton from 1967 to 1978.

Mr, DOLE. The commission was com-
posed of members of both parties, no
Members of Congress, but a number of
outstanding Americans concerned about
the problem. I point that out because we
are about ready to appoint another task
force which will probably plow the same
ground. They might find it useful to se»
what the last Commission on Social Se-
curity recommended,

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Reconry,
as follows: :

PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON PENSION Poricy
(FEBRUARY 1981)

The most pressing problem facing sociai
security is Its ability to meet future commic-
ments. The social security system relies on
pay-as-you-go financing. Taxes collected
from workers and their employers are usec!
almost immediately to pay benefits for cur-
rent retirees. This form of financing is es-
tremely vulnerable to declining economic
conditions and demographic imbalances.

In recent years, poor economic conditiorns
have resulted in short-run financing prob-
lems. Presently, social security-is experiencing
difficulties because of high unemployment,
inflation and low wage growth. As a conse-
quence, tax revenues decline, while rising in-
flation results in increased benefit payments.
- In the next five years, scheduled tax reve=
nues are not expected to be sufficient to
cover expected payments.

Social security faces serious long-run fi-
nancing problems as well. Demographic im-
balances resulting from the post-World War
II baby boom are expected to cause financing
problems in the next century.

The average scheduled tax rate over the
1980-2054 period is 12.23 percent, and this
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compares unfavorably with an estimated
average expenditure of 13.7¢ percent and
18.39 percent of payroll under pessimistic
assumptions. If either benefit adjustments or
financing solutions to this 162 to 6.17 per-
cent long-term sctuarial deficit are not
found, the problemis will be extremely diffi-
cult to resolve as the baby boom generation
begins to retire. For example, over the period
2030-2054, the actuarial deficit will amount
to —4.58 percent and —14.20 percent of cov-
ered payroll, respectively. Only under the
optimistic demographic and economic 8as-
sumptions will the trust funds accumulate
to very high levels and then decline when
the baby boom generation retires, If the more
unfavorable, but more lkely, alternatives
develop, more revenue from higher payroll
taxes Or cther revenue sources must be found,
or benefits must be reduced.
1970 SOCIAL SECURITY Apvisory COUNCIL,
DECEMBEER 19, 1979

To counteract the trust fund losses attrib-
utable to the events of the mid-1970s, Con-
gress {n 1977 enacted major Increases in reve-
nues. The largest of these increases was not
scheduled to take effect until 1981. In 1977,
the declire in the trust funds was projected
to continue until the 1981 rate Increase took
effect, after which a buildup of the funds
was anticipated to commence. More recent
economic forecasts, however, suggest that
this buildup may hot begin as soon @8 pre-
viously expected,

The fact that the trust funds are now
relatively low means that a severe recession
could reduce revenues enough to require in-
creases in the tax rate or base that would not
be needed If trust fund balances were at
normal levels. This temporary situation 18 an
aftereffect of the severe recession during the
mid-1970s and has liitle bearing on the (ong-
run financial sirength of the social security
system. None:theless, this temporary situa-
tion cannot be !gnored, and the council’s
recommendation for improving the financing
of medicare and the cash benefits programs
would deal with it.

Starting around 2010, however, the trust
funds are projected to decliine as the large
number of perscns born In the years immeal-
ately after World War II begin to reach retire-
ment age. The work force is not projected to
increase commensurately because the fertil-
ity rate is now low and is projected to stay
low by historical standards. The combination
of these two trends would cause a significant
increase in the average age of the Americen
population. And, if these projections are
borne out, sccial sceurity revenues would
have to be increased or benefits would have
to be cut to keep the OASDI system in bal-
ance a’ter the year 2¢30.

CONGRESSTIAN J. J. PiCKLE, CHAIRMAN OF SoO-
ciaL SECURITY SUBCOMMITTEE OF HOUSE
WaYs AND MrEaNs CoMMITTEE (HOUSE FLOOR
STATEMENT, AFrIL 9, 1281)

The social securily retirement and survi-
vor's trust fund wijii becoiie unable to pay
benefits somietime 1 mid-1982. Even if the
assets of the diszbility fund were added in,
the two funds tozether would still be insuff-
cient late in 1982. This shortfail 15 projected
under both the Carter administration’s fiscal
year 1982 budget economic assumptions and
the Reagan revised fiscal year 1982 budget
assumptions. :

If the assets of all three funds, including
health Insurance, are considered together,
the trust funds are adequate to make bene-
fit payments through 1986 under the Reagan
economlic assumptions, but are insufficient
by late in 1584 under the Carter assumptions.
Even under the Reagan assumptions, the
margin is extremely thin. Assets in all three
funds combined drop to only 14 percent or
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only 114, months worth of reserves. If eco-
nomic conditions in the next 8 years are
only slightly worse than the Reagan admin-
istration predicts, the trust funds wiil be
unable to make benefit payments at some
point before 1986.

An additional $1190 billlon in revenues, or
approximately 820 billion a year, likely will
be needed to achieve a 25-percent trust fund
reserve by 1986.

In addition to the practical problem of
providing sufficlent revenues to the system,
the general public apparently has little con-
fidence in the soundness of the soctal security
program. We need to take action now that
will restore the public's confidence.

Many Members of Congress feel we cannot
restore confidence in this program if we do
not also address long-term shortages expected
to confront social security in the next
century.

CBO: ALICE RIVLIN BrrorRe JoiNT EconomIc
CoMMITTEE (SEPTEMBER 22, 1981)

In short, although the CBO currently pro-
jects that the combined trust funds will
maintain an aggregate balance sufficient to
allow expected benefits to be paid over the
next decade, the margin for error 18 very
small, If economic conditions—especially
real wage growth—are even slightly worse
than now projected, legtslative action beyond
the authorization' of interfund borrowing
would probably be necessary to ensure the
viablility of the system.

Given Social Security’s sensitivity to eco-
nomic performance, prudent budgeting may
call for much larger trust fund reserves than

have been realized in the recent past or than-

are currently anticipated. Without these re-
serves, frequent or sudden program changes
may be required. In a program that repre-
sents & long-term commitment around which
people plan their lives, such changes can
cause substantial hardship and may under-
mine overall public confidence in the system.
Larger reserves—such as the 75 percent of
annual outlays recommended by the 1879
Advisory Council on Social Security—would
insulate the Social Security programs from
the consequences of unexpectedly poor eco-
noniic performance.

Mr. DOLE. President Carter, in the fis-
cal year 1982 budget, which was pre-
sented in January of 1981, said:

Finally, no account of future budget needs
would be complete without recognition of
the need to resolve the problem of social
security financing. The administration has
proposed that the major social security funds
be permitted to borrow from each other. The
estimates contained in the budget assume
that enactment of that legislation will over=-
come any shortfalls in the budget planning
period 1982-84.

However, additional action will have to be
taken t0 insure uninterrupted payments be-
yond the planning period.

From DHHS press statement—Janu-
ary 15, 1981:

As noteq, the budget proposes that legisla-
tion be enacted, effective in calendar year
1981, to aliow borrowing among the three
funds, to insure that poscibie temporary
cash flow problems In one fund would be
solved through foans from the other funds.
This proposal assumes that the revenues
from the tax and wage base increases sched-
uled under cwrrent law and the savings esti-
mated for voluntary hospital cost contain-
ment will be realized. However, the margin
of safety is so small that 1f economic condi-
tions worsen, or 1f cost containment savings
are not fully realized, there will be insufi-
clent resources for benefit payments by the
end of 1984. Therefore, more substantial So-
clal Security financing reform needs to be
addressed in the near future.
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" Then there are a series of statements,
including a public opinion poll. I do not
have a date on this, but it is a recent pub-
lic opinion poll which indicates that:

The Hart public opinion survey oonducted
for the National Commisslon on Social Se-
curity found that 63 percent of all nonretired
Americans had lttle or no confidence that
there will be funds to pay their soclal ge-~
curity benefits; 73 percent of those age 26 to
44 felt this way. .

The Lou Harris poll conducted in 1979 on
American attitudes toward pensions and re-
tirement found that more than four out of
five workers have less than full confidence
that soclal security will be able to pay their
benefits when they retire, and:more than two
out of five have hardly any confidence at all.

There is also a statement by Robert
M. Ball before the House Social Security
Subcommittee. The record is replete with
statements by those who are not in the
political arena who are telling us that
we have to do something.

If, in fact, additional evidence is
needed, I would think some might want
to explore the brief excerpts from those
reports.

Another statement is from the Ameri-
can Academy on Actuaries (In a state-
ment of) on February 27, 1981, indicat-
ing that we are in deep difficulties. -

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these brief summaries be
printed in the REcorp for the benefit of
Senators. :

There being no objection, the sume
maries were ordered o be printed in the
RECORD, as follows: .

SUMMARIES AND STATEMENTS BY ROBERT M.
BaLy
(Before the House School Security Subcom-
mittee, February 17, 1081)

At present the contingency funds have
been drawn below a reasonably safe level
because recently we have had the unusual
combination of prices rising faster than
wages and, at the same time, & relatively high
unemployment rate.

It is clear that some congressional action
will be needed shortly to avoid & short-term
financing problem in the old-age and sur-
vivors’ insurance part of social security (the
disability insurance program and the hose
pital insurance part of Medicare aré not in
difficulty). The reallocation of rates between
old-age and survivors’ insurance and dige
ability insurance signed Into law on Octoe~
ber 9, 1980 was intended as a stop-gap meas~
ure and 18 probably sufficient only' through

. calendar year 1981. The action required can

be quite minimal or we can take the occca«
sion—as I think we should—to make rather
fundamental changes in financing.

The Carter Administration proposed bor-
rowing among the three social security
funds—the old-age and survivors’ insurance
fund, the disability insurance fund, and the
hospital insurance fund—as & way of meet-
ing the short-term problem in oid-age and
survivors’ insurance between the end of 1981
and the point at which the presently sched-
uled 1985 contribution rate increases take
hold. If the economy improves rapidly and
substantially, this provision alone might well
make the present financing of the cash ben-
efit program sufficient for the next 50 years
and the financing of the hospital insurance
program under Medicare suficient at least
into the 1990’s. Under other economic &s-
sumptions, however, this plan would be in-
adequate in the 1984-86 period, and Congress
would once again need to address the ques-
tion of social security financing.

My own view 18 that it would be desirable
to make fundamental changes in soclal secu=
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rity financing right away so that financing
of the cash benefit program would be as-
sured at least into the next century and
without having to raise the tax rate for old-
age, survivors' and disability insurance for
at least the next 25 years. It i3 very disturbe
ing to beneficiaries and contributors alike
to keep runing into these short-term crises
because of an insufficlent margin {n the
short-term rates. And it is disturbing to con~
tributors to keep facing a series of rate
increases.

———

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF ACTUARIES

(James R. Swenson before the House Social
Security Subcommittee, February 27, 1981)

It 1s apparent that legislation needs to be
enacted to resolve the predicted short-term
financing problems of the QAS! portion of
the program. The academy believes that it
is equally important that long-term financ.
ing {ssues be addressed at the same time to
help assure the financia] viability of the pro-
gram and to restore public confidence in the
program,

The short-term financing problems would
be substantially alleviated if proposals per-
mitting interfund borrowing were enacted.
However, the margins protecting the program
from adverse economic conditions would be
verg modest unless other steps are taken as
well,

The relative unpredictability of the econ-
omy indicates that more emphasis should be
placed on financial projections based upon
pessimistic assumptions. It should be noted
that projections based upon pessimistic as-
sumptions indicated the potential for ghort
term cash flow problems shortly after the
1977 amendments were enacted. Virtually no
publicity was given to that fact at the time.

Long-term financing issues pose an even
greater challenge to the program. Since the
soclal security program is an intergenera-
tional transfer program, funded essentially
on & pay-as-you-go basis, the demographic
influences of increasing life expectancy com-
bined with the post-World War II baby boom
and subsequent baby bust will require sub-
stantial increases in future payroll tax rates.
The financial viabllity of the program de-
pende upon the willingness and the capabil-
ity of persons who are working to pay taxes
sufficient to support promised benefits.

Official actuarial estimates predict OASDHI
benefit costs ranging from 20 to 36 percent of
peyroll by the year 2030. In addition, long-
term projections based upon intermediate age
sumptions indicate that OASDI benefit dise
bursements will exceed scheduled taxes by an
average of 114 percent during the next 78
years.

v
AFL-CIO
(Bert Seldman before the House Socia] Se-
curity Subcommittee, March 13, 1981) .

Mr. Chairman, in dealing with the pro-
gram's financing problem, I hope that neither
you nor the other members of the subcom-
mittee will rely on the administration’s eco~
nomic forecasts as outlined
Schwelker in his testimony to this subcome=
mittee.

Those projections might be better charace
terized as wishful thinking rather than seri-
ous economic forecasting.

Not only the AFL-CI0, but most private
economists, both conservative and liberal,
monetarists and Keynesian, doubt these rosy
projections.

In short, Mr. Chairmah, if the Congress for
the third time since 1877 undertakes the
difficult task of shoring up the social se-
curity system, we urge reltance on more real-
istic economic forecasts in order to avold
being faced with the problem again.

HuNRY J. AaroN

{The Brookings Bulletin, Bept. 18, 1981)

3ost economists not bound by party dige
cipline hold that the adminietration’s eco-

by Secretary
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nomie scenario 18 more optimistic in general,

and more favorable to the social security .

system in particular, than events are likely
to be. For that reason, it would be reckless to
legislate lor social security on the basis of
those assumptions. There 18 too great a risk
that events will be less favorable, that the
nation will confront another soclal security
crisis in a few years, and that Congress will
have to legislate in . . . if nothing is done

to reduce the sensitivity of social security to -

short-run economic adversity, economic
évents less favorable than our best forecasts
could place the gystem in jeopardy again in
the near future: only large tax increases or
large cuts In benefits for those now receiving
or soon to receive them would preclude this
unhappy possibility. Thess are really the
only two choices Congress has.

NATIONAL RETIRED TEACHERS ASSOCIATION AND
THE AMERICAN ABSOCIATION OF RETIRED
PIRSONS

(James Hacking Before the House Social
Becurity Subcommittee, Feb. 37, 1981)
Proposals to allow the OASI fund to bore

row or receive funds from the DI and/or HI

fund, in our opinion are deceptive because
they do not match the magnitude of the
short-term financing problem. In general, we
support providing legislative authority for
interfund borrowing because this would pro-
vide some flexibility. However, we do not
view this as & sound solution because the
possibility that the combined level of trust
funds would fall to unacceptable levels or be
completely exhausted would still exist. The
amount of revenue generated for the OASI

Fund from these devices will not ultimately

be sufficient to protect the system from even

minor economic downturns.
Interfynd reallocation and borrowing pro-

posals are being suggested partly because the.

HI and DI Trust Fund levels are ourrently in
& healthy position and could provide some
additional funds to OASI in the short term.
We suggested that reliance on the DI Fund

18 il1-advised, since & recessionary

could prompt another surge in the number
of persons on the DI rolls and hence begin to
deplete the DI Fund in & manner similar to
what occurred in the mid-1970's. The HI
Fund {s not reliable either; it is expected to
be depleted by the early 1980's, if not sooner.
Hospital cost increases continue to roar along
at-higher than general inflation levels in the
absence of effective cost control legislation.

AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTR
(“Achieving Financial Solvency of Social
Becurity” 1981)
The short-term financing problem facing
soclal security’s largest cash program, Old-

Age and Survivors Insurance (OASI), 18 seri- .

ous and will require corrective action by 1983
if scheduled benefits are to be fully financed
by the OASI trust fund. The other two major
social security trust funds, for Disability In«

surance - (DI) and Hospital Insurance (HI), -

are in better financial shape, largely as a con-
sequence of the SBoclal Security Amendments
of 1977 (Public Law 95-216) , which increased
payroll taxes designated for the DI and HI
trust funds, end the Disability Amendments
of 1980 (Public Law 96-265), which tight-
ened administrative procedures for the pro-
gram. Both the DI and HI trust fund con-
tingency reserves are now projected to remain
at adequate levels through the mid-1980s.
According to several recent reports, however,
the combined OASDHI trust funds are ex-
pected to be inadequate after 1984, so that
even if the OASI trust fund 1s allowed to
borrow from the other two funds, the short-
run financing problem would remain.

The gloomy long-run projections of soclal
security are even more disturbing in light of
thelr underlylng assumptions. Under the
1981 trustees' intermediate projection path
II-A, the long-run unemployment rate 1s 8
percont (after 1998), the long-run infiation
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rate is 8 perocnt (after 1690), the real wage
differential 1s 2,00 percentage points (after L
1895), and the long-run fertility rate is 3,100 "
births per 1,000 women. All of these kéy long-
run assumptions are more optimistic tlian
actual trends in the 1970s. o
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF INDEPENDEINT BUSI-
NESS/NATIONAL BUREAU  oOF Ebuoatiol
ReszarcH - . -
(Presented by Michael Boskin “Separating
the Transfer and Ahnuity Punctions of
Soctal Security” 1981):
Probably the most overwhelming problem
confronting soclal security as & pay-as-youe
go system 18 the long-term funding crisis.
Even after the 1077 social security amend- -
ments, a long-term deficit of well over $600
biilion remains. Thig is the amount by which
the present value of legislated benefits ex-
oeeds the present value of legislated taxes. To
put this in perspective, this amount is larger
than thé regular national debt. The major
cause of this projected defloit 1s the drastic .
change in tho age structure of the popula-
tion. Once the post-World War IT baby boom
retires—around 2010—the ratio of retiress to
workers will increase enormously, The best
estimate is that the ratio of retirees to worke
ers will incrense by about 80 percent—-from
slightly tess than one to three to about one
to two. Given the pay-as-you-go nature of
the system, this implies either a huge in--
creaso in taxes to malntain the ratio of bene-

fits to wages or a significant decline in the

ratio. Neither prospect -is appealing, but
there is no svoiding the oholoe.

Oduurrrn ros EcowoMic DEVELOPMENT -

(“Reforming Retirement Policies’
September 1981)

Social Securitys traditional political and
social strength has rested on low tax rates
and the widespread belief that today's pay-
ments assure tomorrow’s benefits, However,
in recent ' years, it has become apparent
that the system, which has funotioned 80
smoothly for o iong, is in serious financial
trouble. Fully indexed to the CPI, benedits
are rising at a rate that many would argue
outstrips even the real rate of inflation.
Demographic trends show that as the “baby
boom"” generation retires, there will be & -
cast increase in the number of retired non-
workers to be supported by a decreasing pro=-
portion of workers. In 1860, there were 20
Soclal Security beneficiaries for every 100
workers contributing to the system; by 1080,
the ratio had risen to 81 beneficlaries per
100 contributing workers. This ratio i3 ex-
peoted to rise to & range of 40 to 70 by the.
middle of the next century.

Faced with this problem, Congress enacted
stiff new tax increases to take effect be-
tween 1970 and 1990. But these increases
have already proved insuficient to carry the
system in the immediate future, and they
will not cover rising costs for the entire-
seventy-five-year period used in the long-
term estimates for Social Security planning.
Even with the scheduled large tax increases,
experts believe that revenues will again fall
short early in the next century.

Even those tax increases that have already
been passed will put & significant strain on
the economy. They will reduce both cone.
sumer purchasing power and the ability of
individuals to save.f In addition, higher So-
clal Security taxes levied on employers tend
to increase the prices of goods and services,
reduce employee wages and the hiring of new
workers, and restrict the avallability of funds
for new investment. ’ .

Olearly, Social Security is entering & new
era. The combined forces of infiation, slow
economic growth, and demographic changs,
68 well as the maturing of the system itself,
have brought about this financial crisis. The
challenge that policy makers face 18 how to

Footnotes at end of article.
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veshape the system 8o that the costs to the
working generation are kept manageable and
yet still fulfill the soclal and economic goal
of providing basic benefits to retirees.

-House DEMoCRATIC STUDY GROUP
(October 1880)

It is ‘clear from both the report of the

Board of Trustees of the S8ocial Security pro-
gram and the Administration’s mid-session
FY 1981 budget review that the Soclal Se-
ocurity system is headed for cash-fiow prob-
lems in -the short-term. It 18 equally clear
from the two reports that reallocation is
only an interim measure and that even after
reallocation additional steps either to raise
aggregate revenues or to reduce future bene-
fit obligations may be necessary for later in
this decade.

Because of the unforeseen and  unprece-
dented economic situation of the past year—
historic high rates of inflation coupled with
6 serlous recession—and because wage gains
have fallen behind price increases, there are
once again serious short-term financing prob-

lems for OASDI. For example, OASI was ex~'

pected to run out of assets sufficlent to meet
benefit payments by. the end of next year.
To forestall that, Congress has approved a
temporary (two-year) reallocation of tax ree
ceipts between the OASI and DI trust funds
in order to ensure sufficient OASI funds to
- pay benefits through 1982 (H.R. 7670). How=
ever, it is anticipated that combined OASPI-
HI reserves will fall to & low of 7 percent of
one year's outgo in 1985, 80 that it is possible
that even with other reallocation actions not
enough money will be on hand to pay some_
benefits. .

The long-term financing problems are the
result of demographic trends—the inexorable
aging of the population combined with the
decline in the birthrates. Sometime during
the first half of the next century there will
be too many beneficiaries (retirees) and not
enough contributors (workers).

AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF CERTIFIED PUBLIC
ACCOUNTANTS (1880)

The recommendations of most observers,

including the current administration and
Congress, concentrate primarily on the reve=
nue side of the system and call for constant
increases in the payroll tax. These taxes have
already grown faster than the consumer
price index, increasing by more than 840
percent between 1062 and 1981 (as projected).
Even with these increases, revenues for 1981
and later will almost certainly be inadequate
to support the projected level of outlays.
Consequently, unless Congress mandates new
. sources of revenues or further increases in
social security taxes, projected benefits must
be reduced. .
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS
(Statement of the N%IBVI )Board September 26,
’ 1981
For nearly half a century, three generations
of Americans have relied on the Social Secur-
ity system to help provide retirement income.
Now that system is in deep financial trouble.
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES
(Statement by Lowell Jones and Mike Romig
before the S8
ity, )House

A ays and Means, March 13,

Tm-oughout the 70's high levels of infia-

tilon and unemployment in combination -

with lagging productivity and lagging real
wage growth have forced a draw- down of
Social Security trust funds to the point that,
unless effective action is taken by Congress
this year, the OASI trust funds will be out
of money early in 1982 -

A

committee on Social Secur- -
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AMERICAN COUNCIL OF LIFE INSURANCE

(8tatement of Kenneth P. Austin before the
Subcommittee on Social Security, House
Ways and Means, February 27, 1881)

Social Security now faces severe financial

. problems. The retirement program, OASI,

faces acute short-range. financial prob-
lems . . . The system also faces long-run
deficits on the basis of what now seems to
be the most reasonable économic and demo=
graphic estimates,

Mr. DOLE. In addition, Mr. President,
I understand there may not be final ace
tion on this bill today. It is my hope that
some of the amendments could be dis-
posed of or forgotten, whichever would
be the most satisfactory, which I think
is the latter. I would also suggest the lat-
ter to Senators who do not really feel
compelled to
amendment. .

We would mention to those Members
that there will be other opportunities to
offer amendments. We do think there is
some urgency in passing this legislation,
particularly in view of its unanimous ap-
proval in the committee. I would hope
that none of the amendments that have
been proposed would be adopted, includ-
ing the amendment that I understand
the Senator from Missouri may offer,
which would start general funding of so-
cial security. That has never been -done
in the history of this program, but that
is precisely what the Senator trom Mls-
souri proposes.

Mr. President, I shall also ask unani-
mous consent that additional informa-
tion concerning the financial status of

‘the social security trust funds be printed

in the RECORD.
The information that I will include

" covers the operations of the trust funds

before and after enactment of the com-
mittee amendment, and was provided by
the Congressional Budget Office and the
Social Security Administration. Asa.in
there has been some who always take, I
think, an overoptimistic view of what we
may be doing here today. We are ad-
dressing a short-term problem and a
short-term problem only.

There are many of us who think that
in the interim we can address the prob-
lem as it should be addressed. I wanted
to point out for the Recorp that we do
restore the minimum benefit to all those
currently on social security rolls except
those who are receiving a Government
pension above $300 per month. Those re-
tired Government workers would have
their social security benefit reduced dol-
lar for dollar for the amounts of their
Government pensions above $300.

On a fiscal year basis, the actuaries es-
timate this provision to cost $500 million
in fiscal 1982,

I might say that cost is offset by a sav-
ings in SSI of $240 million in 1982.

In 1983, the outlay cost because of the
minimum benefit restoration would be $1
billion, but, again, restoration of the
minimum benefit would reduce the cost.
of SSI payments, so there would be a sav-
ing of about $600 million and a net cost
of $400 million.

Restoration to minimum benefit,”

which is an added cost results in a sav-
ings in 8SI. This. information is spelled

rush over with an
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out In more detail in this document.
There is also a saving from the amend-
ment which would restrict the total fam-
1ly benefits for OASI recipients to either
86 percent of & worker’s AIME, but not
less than 100 percent of the worker's
PIA, or to 150 percent of the primary in-
surance. Also revenue is raised by taxing
the first 6 months of sick pay.

In addition, the information contains
answers to questions that may be asked
with reference to the effect on trust fund
ratios. Questions sometimes arise as to
the effect of these changes together, or
in part, on the trust fund ratios. I will
be including a table which will give that
information for Members of the Senate
and others who are concerned about this
very important problem. -

Finally, I will ask that cost estimates
for social security proposals approved by
the Senate Committee on Finance as ad-
dressed by the Social Security Adminis~
tration also be made a part of the
Recorp. Again, that information, I un-
derstand, for the most part, is in har-
mony with the information from the
Congressional Budget Office.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all of that information be
printed in the RECORD.

 There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be prlnted in the RECORD,
as follows:
{From the Congressional Budget Office,
October 6, 1981)

MEMORANDUM

From: Stephen Chaikind.
Subject: Senate Finance Committee Smlal '
Security Amendments.

This memo summarizes the costs and trust
fund effects of the amendments on social
security approved by the Senate Finance
Committee on September 24, The amend-
ments include four provisions. The most im-
portant in terms of social security financing
is the approval of interfund borrowing be-
tween the OASI and DI trust funds along
with the reallocation of the payroll tax rates
between the OASI, DI and HI trust funds.
The amendments also restore the minimum
benefit to most current recipients, put a
maximum on family benefits paid from the
OASI trust fund and require payment of
the payroll tax during the first six months
of iliness, These provisions will be diseussed
separately below.

REALLOCATION OF PAYROLL TAX RATES;
FUND BORROWING

Under current law projections, the com-
bined OASDHI trust funds will have balances
above 12 percent of outlays at the start of
each calendar year through 1990 (shown in
Teble 1, under CBO economic assumptions).
This percentage will be minimally adequate.
to ensure continued payment of benefits

INTER=-

.through the period. However, the OASI fund

is likely to need additional income before
the end of 1982, since its balance falls to very
low levels by that time.

Under the Finance Committee bill, two
steps were taken to alter this imbalance.
First, it allows interfund borrowing between
the OASI and DI funds at the discretion of
the Managing Trustee. Second, the amend-
ment realigns the payroll tax rates among
all three trust funds. These proposed rates
are shown in Table 2, along with current’ law
rates.

Were these realigned tax rates to take
effect, with no other changes in revenues or
outlays, the combined balances in the trust
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funds would remain virtuslly the same,! but
the OASI fund would have sufficient bal-
ances through the period, as would OASDI
balances combined. HI balances would fall
to very low levels by the start of 1985 under
this reallocation, although they should re-
main positive. It is unclear if HI can meet
all of its obligations with such low levels of
trust fund reserves, however.

MINIMUM BENEFIT RESTORATION

The Finance Committee amendment re-
stores the minimum 'beneflt amount to all
those currently on the social security roils
except those with a government pension
above $300 per month. Those retired govern-
ment workers would have their soctal se-
curity benefit reduced dollar for dollar for
the amounts of their government pension
above $300. On a fiscal year basis, the actu~
aries estimate this provision to cost:

By fiscat years, in millions of dollars]

1982 1933 1984 1985 1986
Budget Authority. —22 —88 ~—179 -—278 -—-384
Outlays._.___.._. 500 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000

CBO agrees with this estimate.
Restoration of the minimum beneflt wiil
also reduce the costs of added SSI payments

and Medicald costs. The federal savings to

these programs resulting from the provision
will be: '

e

1Minor differences occur because of differ-
ent trust fund assumptions on and timing
of interest payments on outstanding
balances. .
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[By fiscal years, in millions of doftars)
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TOTAL EFFECT ON THE BUDGET
The total impact of this bill on the budget

1982 1983 1984 1985 198 would be:
Budget authority.. —240 —575 -—530 —610 —665 i in milli
Outays. e TS T3 T b @2 [By fiscal years, in millions of dollars}
FAMILY MAXIMUM 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
This amendment would restrict total
family benefits for OASI recipients to either gydget authority. 54 —193 —114 —20 —38
85 percent of a worker's AIME (but not less Outlays.......... 160 25 —190 410 665

than 100 percent of the PIA) or to 150 per-
cent of his PIA. This measure was adopted
for all disabllity cases in the Disability
Amendmentis of 1980. The provision would
be cffective for all those who become 62 in
1982 or thereafter. This provision Is esti-
mated by the actuaries to save:

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars]

1582 1983 1984 1985 1986
Budget authority . 4 26 69 131 213
Outlays........... ~100 —400 —600 —800 -—1,000
EXTEND PAYROLL TAX TO FIRST SIX MONTHS
OF SICK PAY

This provision would generate the follow-
ing additional revenues and budget author-
ity by requiring the payroll tax be collected
on sick pay paid from employees rcgular
wages:

. {By fiscal years, in millions of dollars]

1982 . 1983 1984 1985 1986
Revenues........ 300 400 500 600 600
Budget authority . 312 444 58_5 737 798

EFFECT ON TREUST ¥FUND RATIOS

Questions sometimes arise as to the effect
of these changes together or in part on the
trust fund ratios. The table below shows, on
a calendar year basis, the effects of all or
parts of the Finance Committee changes on
the combined OASDHI balances as a percent
of outlays at the start of the year, as well as
the balances projected under current law.

COMBINED TRUST FUND BALANCES AS PERCENT OF OUT-
LAYS AT START OF YEAR

fin percent)

Calendar year—

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Current law. ... oo eenen 20.7 1.7 15.0 12.7 14.9
Finance Committee package.. 20.6 17.4 14.5 12.2 4.4
finance Committee's mini-
mum  benefit restoration
onty ! eaeiaa . 20,6 17.1 13.9 11.1 12.8
Res'oration of entire mini-
mum benefit only '_........ 20.6 16.9 13.5 10.6 12.2

1 Ooes not include effects of the cap on family benefits and

t of sick pay.

pay

TABLE 1.—PROJECTIONS OF SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUND OUTLAYS, INCOMES, AND BALANCES, BY CALENDAR YEAR

{In biltions of dollars]

1981 1982 1983 ,1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
01d age and survivors insurance:
OUtlaYS. .. vt — e 126.9 141.0 155.4 170.0 185.0 201.0 218.7 237.8 259. 4 281.
Income?..__.. - 123.1 130.1 142.8 156.6 . 177.0 192.9 208.8 225.2 242.1 279.1
Year-end batance........_.._._..__.._. - 19.1 8.2 -4.4 -17.7 -25.8 ~33.9 -43.7 —56.4 -13.7 ~176.1
 Start-of-year balance (as percent of outlays)............ 18.0 13.5 53 -2.6 ~9,6 ~12.8 ~15.5 -18.4 ~21.7 ~26,2
Disabifity insurance: .

LT T S 18.1 19.8 20.6 21.8 23.3 25.3 21.2 29.1 3.4 33.9
Income!. ... . - 17.9 23.3 26.5 29.8 31.8 42.6 4.5 52.7. 58,3 72.8
Year-end balance. ... . ........___._. . 2.5 6.1 12.0 19.9 38.4 51.7 72.0 95.6 122.5 161.3
Start-of -year balance (as percent of outlays)_...._._.__. 20.0 12.6 29.4 54.7 85.4 136.0 190.3 241.7 304.1 361.3

Hospital insurance:
30.1 3.4 39.6 45,4 51.8 58.9 67.0 6.1 86.4 98.1
352 39.3 43.7 48,3 54.6 63.3 68.7 73.9 78.8 83.5
18.8 23.8 28.0 3.0 3.8 -38.1 39.8 37 30.1 15.4
Start-of-year balance (as percent of outlays).cne-u- ... 45,7 54.9 60.2 61.7 50.8 57.3 56.9 52.3 43.6 30.6
Combined 0ASI, D!, and H|:
OUIAYS - .« oo e cem e a e aeee e ————n 175.1 195.1 215.6 231.2 260.1 285.2 312.8 343.0 37.2 413.5
Income t.___.. 175.3 192.8 213.0 234.8 269.4 298.8 325.0 351.8 379.2 435.3
Year-end balance. 40.4 38.1 35.5 33.1 42.4 56.0 68.1 76.9 78.9 100. 6
Start-of-year. balance (as percent of outiays). 23.0 20.7 1.7 15.0 12.7 14,9 12.9 19.9 20.4 19.1
1 Income to the trust funds is budget authority. it includes payroll tax receipts, interest on bai- Note: Minus sign denotes a deficit.
ences, and certain general fund transfers,
Source: CBO. Based on CBO's e i tions. Includes the effects of the Omnibus Recon-
citiation bill of 1981. . : ’
TABLE 2.—CURRENT LAW ANO SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE PROPOSED PAYROLL TAX RATE ALINEMENT, EMPLOYERS AND EMPLOYEES EACH
[In percent]
0ASH - ol H Total
Present 'aw Proposal Present law Proposal Present law Proposal Present faw Proposat
4.575 5.185 0. 825 0.715 1.330 0. 800 6.700 6.700
4.575 5.03% . 828 . 665 1.300 1. 000 6.700 6.700
4.575 A, 855 . 825 . 595 1.300 1.250 6. 700 6.700
4.750 5. 005 . 950 . 595 1. 350 1. 450 7. 050 7.050
4.750 5.100 . 950 . 600 1.450 1,450 1.150 1.150
5.100 5.150 1.100 . 7150 1. 450 1.750 7.650 7.650
§.100 5. 450 1.100 . 750 1. 450 1. 450 7.650 7,650
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TABLE 3.—~PROJECTIONS OF SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUND OUTLAYS, INCOMES, AND BALANCES, UNDER THE COMMITTEE TAX REALLOCATION PROPOSALS, BY CALENDAR YEAR

[in biltions of dollars]

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1930

R 1 s 1269  MLO 1554 - 1.0 180 20,0 287 © 2.8 259.4 2.8

Income 3. 123.1 146.8 159.1 169.7 190.9 212.7 2317 251.3 271.9 296.3

Year-end balance. . ceoceveecervccaonnencenmeanesnan 19.1 24.8 28.6 28.3 34, 45.9 58.9 72.4 84.9 9.7

oi Elan-‘of-year batance (as percent of outlays).ea. cacemmen 18.8 13.5 16.0 16.8 15.3 17.0 210 2.8 21.9 30.2
ili e: . : .

s Ollll’l aygflirf.n.c ....................................... 18.1 19.8 20.6 21.8 2.3 25.3 21.2 29.1 3.4 33.9
Income 1. ; . 7.0 - 2.3 2.1 0 2.7 29 27,0 29.2 3.5 42.3
Year-end balance . - c.-eeescoccoccuconezamonmmmmeaoe 2.5 3.1 3.6 2.7 2.2 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.9 10.3

" Slalrti-ol-year batance (as percent of outtays)............ . 20.0 12.6 14.8 16.4 1.7 8.6 6.7 5.8 5.8 8.7
ital insurance: ’

o utiays. o 30.1 3.4 3.6 15.4 51.8 58.9 6.0 %1 8.4 9.1
fncome?d. ... 35.2 25.6 32.4 43.8 85.7 61.3 66.6 7.8 16.7 98.0
Year-end balance.... 18.9 10.1 2.9 1.4 5.3 1.1 1.3 3.1 -6.6 -—6.8

éo E‘targtggsefrnblalange"?‘s percent of outlays)...... cveemca 45.7 54.9 25.5 6.5 2.6 8.0 1.5 9.6 3.5 -6.8

T OUaYS e em e 5.1 1) 256 22 0.0 2852 - 3128 3.0 9712 03.5
tncome V... 175.3 192.7 212.7 234.5 269.3 299.0 325.3 352.4 380.1 436.5
Year-end balance 40.4 38.0 3.1 32,4 4.6 55.4 67. 1.3 80.2 103.2
Start-of-year balance-(as percent of outlays)............ 23.0 2.7 17.6 14.8 12.5 14.6 1.7 19.8 20.5 19.4

1income to the trust funds is budget authority. It includes payroll tax receipts, interest on

balances, and certain general fund transfers.
Note: Minus sign denotes a deficit,

MEMORANDUM, OCTOBER 13, 1981

From: Harry C. Ballantyne, Acting Chiet
Actuary. .

Subject: Cost Estimates for the Social Secu-
rity Proposals Approved by the Senate

. Committee on Finance.

The attached tables contaln our cost estl-
mates for the Social Security proposals ap-
proved by the Senate Committee on Finance.
The proposals provide for partial restoration
of the minimum benefit (which was elimie
nated in PL. 87-35) and an extension of

the DI family maximum formula to OASI’

beneficlaries. The proposals also realloca*e
present law tax rates among the OASI, DI,
and HI Trust Funds and provide for inter-
fund borrowing between the OASI and DI
funds. In addition, Soclal Security coverage
would be extended to the first six months
of sick pay.

Table 1 compares OASI, DI, and HI tax
rates scheduled under present law with the
proposed reallocated schedule. The ne$ ef-

decisions in Finance Committee pi:

fects on OASDI income and outgo resulting
from each proposal are shown in Table 2, on
the basis of the 1981 Trustees Report altere
native II-B assumptions. Table 3 presents
the estimated short-range operations of the
OASI, DI, and HI Trust Punds under the
program as modified by the proposals, again
on the basis of the 1981 Trustees Report al-
ternative II-B assumptions. Table 4 contains
similar estimates on the basis of the 1981
“worst-case” assumptions. Tables 6-7 pre-
sent the long-range OASDI effects of the
proposals expressed as a percentage of taxe
ahle payroll; assets at the beginning of a
year as a percentage of outgo during the
year for the 75-year projection period are also
shown. The long-range éstimates are based
on the 1881 -Trustees Report alternative II-B
assumptions. :

The trust fund operations tables do not
refiect the effects of the interfund borrowing
proposal. However, Table 3 indicates that.
under alternative II-B assumptions, the com.

_Source: CBO. Based on CBO's economic assumptions. Includes the effects of the omnibus
reconcitiation bill of 1981 and tax realtocation i

proposal. Does not inciude other revenue or outlay
an. :

bined income and assets of the OASI and D1
Trust Funds would be sufficient to pay oene-
fits when due until late 1989 or early i940.
The HI Trust Fund could become deplcted
at about the same time. It should be notled,
however, that the margin of solvency (as
expressed by the trust fund ratios) Is at a
rather minimal level in the latter half of
the 1980's. The point i{s emphasized by the
projections under the “worst-case” assump-
tions shown in Table 4, which indicate that
under pessimistic (but not unreasonable)
economic assumptions, the total income and
assets of the OASI and DI Trust Funds would
be insufficlent to pay OASDI benefits when
due as early as 1984. Also, HI Trust Fund
assets would represent only 5 percent of
annual expenditures at the beginning of

. 19886, .

The HI Trust Fund projections were pro-
vided by the Office of Financial and Actuarial
Analysis, Health Care Pinancing Adminis-
tration. - '

TABLE 1.—REVISED REALLOCATION OF SOCIAL SECURITY TAX RATES, AS APPROVED BY THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

{in percent]

0ASI DI 0ASDI Hi Total
Present Present Present Present Present
Calendar year law Proposal law Proposal ’ faw Proposal law Proposal law Proposal
Employees and employers, each: '

l3'89 4,575 5.185 0.825 0.715 5.40 5.90 .30 . 80 6.70 6.70

1983 4.575 5.035 .825 865 5.40 570 . 30 .00 6.70 6.70

1984 4.575 4.855 .825 +595 5.40 5.45 .30 .25 6.70 6.70

1985. . e cccncnncncccccccnaas 4,750 5.005 .950 595 5.70 5.60 .35 . 45 1.05 1.05

1986-89. . . - 4.750 5.100 . 950 .600 5.70 5.70 .45 .45 7.15 1.15

1990-2004.. ... - 5.100 5.150 1.100 .750 6.20 5.90 . 45 .75 7.65 1.65

Selt. 2005|anddlaler .................. 5. 100 8. 450 1.100 - 750 6.20 6.20 .45 . 45 1.65 '7.65

elf-employed:

1982 . 6.8125 1.5150 1.2375 1.0350 8.05 8.55 .30 .80 9.35 9.35.

6.8125 2.3750 1.2375 . 9750 8.05 8.3 .30 .00 9.35 9.35

6. 8125 2.2150 1.2375 . 8850 8.05 8.10 .30 .25 8.35 9.35

2.1250 2. 5500 1. 4250 . 9000 8.55 8.45 .35 .45 9.90 9.90

7.1250 71.6500 1. 4250 . 8000 8.55 8.55 .45 .45 10.00 10.00

7.6500 7.8550 1. 6500 1. 1450 9.30 9.00 .45 .15 10.75 10.75

7.6500 8.1750 1.6500 1.1250 9.30 9.30 .45 .45 10.75 10.7%

Source: Social Security Administration, Office of the Actuary, Oct. 1, 1981,
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TABLE 2.—ESTIMATED REDUCTION IN OASDI BENEFIT PAYMENTS AND NET AD\DITIONAI. OASDI TAX INCOME UNDER PROPOSALS APPROVED BY THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

. : Medium and long-range effects
Calendar year effects (billions) (as percent of payroll)

Medijum Long '

Proposal and section of bill 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1982-86 range range

Estimated reduction in OASDI benefit payments

_ Benefit changes: ! .
1. Restoration of minimum benefit to present beneficiaries with '

certain limitations (sec. 4). . ~—3$0.8 —31.1 —$1.1 - =—3L1 —31.1 —$5.3 ~0,03 -0, 01

2. Extension of disability insurance maximum family benefit to ’ .
old-age and survivors insurance beneficiaries (sec. 6). - ... .1 .5 .6 .8 1.0 3.0 .07 .10
-2.3 .04 .09

/
Estimated net additional OASD] tax income

Total of benefit changes .. o oc oo oomemee e PR -1 .6 -5 -3 -1

Tax and coverage changes: } .
3. Interfund borrowlnx_ and reallocation of social security taxes

(sec. 2 and 3)2 - $13.3 $9.8 .%2,2 ~$3.6 . ~3$0.2 $21.5 ~0.30 ~0.10

4. Extenslon of coverage to 1st 6 mo of sick pay (sec. 8). cveee-. .4 4 .4 .5 .5 : 2.1 .02 .02
Total of tax and coverage changes 1. o oemmvccccececnenn- . 13.7 10.2 2.6 31 .3 23.7 —.28 —.03

Net total effect 1. _ . 13.0 9.6 1.1 —3.4 . .2 - 2.4 —.25 .0

1 Estimates for individual proposals do not include interaction. Total estimated effect includes Source: Office of the Actuary, Oct. 9, 1981.
interaction among proposals. . .

¢ Figures represent add itional OASDI tax income resulting from reallocation of tax rates bet
the 0ASH, DI, and Hi trust funds. The HI trust fund would experience the opposite efiect.

TABLE 3 .—ESTIMATED OPERATIONS OF THE OASI, DI, AND HI TRUST FUNDS UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE PROPOSALS, ON THE BASIS OF THE
1981 TRUSTEES REPORT ALTERNATIVE 11-B ASSUMPTIONS, CALENDAR YEARS 1980-90—Continued '

[Dollar amounts in billions]

. Income . Outgo

Calendar year QASIH DI OASDI Hi Total OASI DI OASDI H1 Total
$13.9 $119.7 $26.1 $145, $107.7 - $15.9 $123.5 ¢ $25.6 $149.1
17.0 140.2 35.3 175.5 127.0 18.0 145.0 29.5 174.5
20.8 171.1 26.3 197.4 142.8 19.3 162.1 33.7 195.8
220 186.7 33.7 220.4 160.1 20.6 180.7 39.2 219.9
21.9 197.6 45.6 243.2 179.0 22.3 201.3 45.4 2467
23.9 222.0 58.0 280.1 199.2 24.0 223.2 52.7 215.8
262 246.2 63.9 310.1 219.5 25.8 245.3 60.6 305.9
28.4 262.0 69.3 336.3 239.9 21.8 261.7 69.3 33.9
30.6 281.1 7.3 361.6 259.7 29.9 289.7 18.5 368.2
32.7 302.1 79.0 386.0 218.1 32.1 310. 8 0 398.7
43.3 338.7 100. 1 438.8 291.4 34.2 331.6 98.9 430.5
. ’ Assets at beginning of year as a_percentage of outgo

Net increase in funds Funds at end of year ’ during year
Dl OASDI HI Total OASI DI OASDI H} Total OASt DI OASDt HI Total
$2.0 —$3.8 $0.5  ~$3.3 $22.8 $3.6 $26.5 $13.7 $40.2 23 .3 25 52 29
-1.1 -4.7 5.8 1.0 19.1 2.6 1.7 19.5 . 41.2 18 20 18 47 23
1.5 9.0 =1.4 1.6 26.6 4.1 n.7 2.1 42,8 13 13 13 58 21
1.4 59 5.5 .5 31.2 5.5 36.6 6.7 43.3 17 20 n 31 19
-.4 -37 .1 -3.6 21.8 ¢ 5.1 32.9 6.8 39.7 17 25 18 15 18
~.1 -1.1 5.4 4.2 26.8 5.0 31.8 12.2 4.0 14 -21 15 13 14
.4 .9 3.3 4.1 27.3 5.4 2.7 15.4 48.1 12 19 13 20 14
.6 -1 (? -.1 26.0 6.0 31.9 15.5 4.4 1 19 12 22 14
.6 =2.5 -4 -6.7 22.8 6.6 29.4 11.3 40,7 10 20 1 20 13
.7 -3.7 -9.0 -12.7 19.4 1.3 25.7 2.3 28.0 8 21 9 13 10
9.1 7.1 1.3 - 8.3 16.3 16.4 32.8 36 36.3 6 21 8 2 7

1 Betwéen $0 and $50.000,000.

Note: The above figures do not reflect the effect of borrowing between the OASI and DI Trust .
Funds, as provided for in the Senzte Finance Committee proposals, The combined income and ~ Source; Sociz! Security Administration, Office of the Actuary, Oct. 9, 1981.
assots of the OASI and DI funds would be insufficient to pay benefits when due in late 1989 or )

te;ar!v 1990 under alternative 11~8, The HI Trust Fund could become depleted at about the same
ime, o,

TABLE 4,.—ESTIMATED OPERATIONS OF THE OASY, DI, AND HI TRUST FUNDS UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE PROPOSALS, ON THE BASIS OF THE 1981
TRUSTEES REPORT “WORST-CASE" ASSUMPTIONS, CALENDAR YEARS 1980-86

[Dollar amountis in biltions}

Income Outgo
Calendar year OASH ] OASD! Ht Total OASI D! OASDI HI Total
$105.8 $13.9 $119.7 $26.1 $145.8 $102.7 - §15.9 $123.5 $25.6 $149.1
122.8 17.0 139.8 353 - 175.0 127.0 18.0 135.0 29.5 174.5
150.3 20, 171.2 26.2 197.4 145.9 19.7 165.6 - 341 199.8
161.8 21.6 183.4 33.0 216. 4 168.9 2.7 190. 6 40.2 230.7
176.2 22.0 198.2 45.8 244.0 - 193.5 23 212.4 41.5 264.9
203.2 24.5 221.7 60.1 287.8 220.1 26.2 246. 4 55.7 302.1
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TABLE 4. —ESTIMATED OPERATIONS OF THE OAS!, D! AND HI TRUST FUNDS UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTE! PROPOSA&& ON THE BASIS OF Tlll
1981 TRUSTEES REPORT ALTERNATIVE 11-B ASSUMPTIONS, CALENDAR YEARS 1980-30—Continued

i (Dollar amounts in billions)

!
Assets 8t beginning of ym e pemntuo of

Net increase in funds Funds 8t end of year _ outgo during year
Calendar year 0ASI Dl 0ASOI Hi Total OASI- D1 . 0ASDI L] Total OASI DI OASDI K ‘Tﬁll
___________________ . =18 —§20 =$3.8  $0.5 -$3.3 $2.8 36 65 $137 0.2 23 3 25 sz‘
o ‘4. 2 -1.0 -sS. 2 ‘5. 17 .5 18.6 2.6 s%l. 2 ‘19. ] ‘40. 7 18 2 18 g%
1.1 5.5 -1.9 -2.3 23.0 3.7 - 26.7 11.6 38.3 13 13 13 57
-1 -7.2 -1 -14.3 16.0 36 19.6 4.5 2.0 14 17 1" 2 N
-1.9 =192 -1.7 =20.8 -1.3 1.7 A4 2.8 3.2 8 l; : 9 [}
-1.7 =186 43 ~143 =183 (ls =-18,2 .2 =11 -1 Q@ ] X
-0 =12.3 3.0 =144 36 -1, ~35.5 10.1  =25.4 -7 ®) - 11 -

1 Between $0 and $50,000,000.
1Between 0 and 0.5 percent.

Note: The above figures do not refiect the effect ol borrowing between the QASI and DY Trust
Funds, as provided for in the Senate ﬂnance Committee proposels, The combined income and

assets of the OAS! and DI funds would be Insufficient to pay benefits when due in 1984 under the
*worst-case’” assumptions, The HI Trust Fund could become depleted at about the same umc.

Source: Soclat Security Administration, Office of the Actuary, Oct. 8, 1981,

TABLE 5.~COMPARISON OF CURRENT COST,! TAX RATES, AND TRUST FUND RATIOS FOR THE OASO! TRUST FUND, AS&DMING ENACTMENT OF THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE"

PROPOSALS
Scheduled Trust fund Schadulcd Trust fund
Current cost tax rated Difference ratio ? Current cost mn 1 Difference ratlo?
Calendar year: p11]1) 10.94 1.80 .88
11.29 10.70 «0,59 18 + 10,91 11.80 8
11.29 11.80 51 13 10.88 .80 .82
.23 11.40 07 17 | 10.87 11.80 K:)
11.26 10.90 -, 36 18 10. 89 12.40 1.8
.34 11.20 - 14 15 11.39 12.80 .01
11.43 11.40 -, 03 13 12,62 12.40 -22
11.50 .40 -.10 12} 14.16 12.40 -1.78
11.56 11.40 -, 16 1. P17 1 T, 15.62 12.40 -3.22
11.58 1.40 - 18 9 2030 e cvceacacccoanen 16. 47 12, - -4,07
1990 e eecn e cccncm e caae 11.56 .80 W24 8 2035 e rceccacocnracan 16.70 - 12, -4,3 -
 §: ) PP .54 11.80 .26 9 16.51 1.0 -4,11 -
1992, e e accvancan 11.61 11.80 .29 1 16.37 1,40 -3.9 L
1 .41 11.80 .33 14 16.42 12.0 -4 02
11.43 1.80 .37 17 16.50 12,40 -4, o
11.44 11.80 .36 19 B
11.35 1.80 .45 2 11.27 11.64 o8] el |
11.25 11.80 .95 26 13.61 12,40 -1 .._...‘.........1.
11.15 11.80 .65 31 1-2055. ... .. 16.49 12.480 =409 ...._....'
11.04 1.80 .16 371 7s-yr lvmge 1981-2085...0000 13.79 1215 . -1.64
10.96 11.80 .84 4

1 Based on alternative 11-B of the 1981 uustees report, including effects of Public Law 97-35.

3 Combined employer-employee tax

9 The trust fund ratlo is detarmined to be the trust fund assets at the beginning of the year
expressed as 8 percentage of the expenditures during the year.

TABLE 6, ~COMPARISON OF CURRENT COST,! TAX RATES, AND TRUST FUND RATIOS FOR THE OASI TRUST FUND, ASSUMING ENACTMENT OF THE SENATE FINANCE COMNSTTE! mmuu R

'-p ‘ The fund is projected to be exhausted end not t recover before the end’ of mo mml )
L

Source: Office of the Actum, Oct. 8, 1981.

. Current Scheduled Trust fund Current  Scheduled Trust fool -
cost tax rate Difference ratios cost tox rete? Difference ' %alo'
9.61. 10.30 -
9.89 9.40 =0,49 18 9.55 10. 30
9.95 10.37 42 13 9.50 . 30
9.95 10.07 12 17. 9,45 10.30
10.01 9N =30 . 17 9,45 .90
10.12 10.01 - 11 14 9.92 10.90
10.23 10.20 -, 03 12 10.96 10.90
10.30 10.20 -, 10 11 12.47 -10.90
10.36 - 10.20 -.16 10 13.97 - 10.90
10.39 10.20 -.19 8 14.90 10.90
10.37 10.30 -.07 6 15.17 10.
10. 3§ 10.30 -.05 5. 14.95 10.
10.32 10.30 -, 02 S 14,78 10. 90
10,28 10.30 .02 4 .83 10.90
10.24 10.30 .06 41  2055...ccoeeen-e w——eamanne . 94 10.90
10.24 10.30 .06 § | 25-yr averages:
10.13 10.30 17 ] 1981~2005. ... 10.00 10.23
10 01 0.30 .29 g X 11.99 10.90
10. 30 .42 14.93 10.90 - 03 ........_.,.... :
g 76 10.30 .54 13 { 75-yr average: 1981 12,31 10.68 1,63 B
10.30 .64 18

i

1 Based on alternative 11-B of the 1981 trustees report, including effects of Public Law 97-35,

2 Combined employer-employee tax rates. )

9 The trust fund ratio i determined to be the trust fund assets 8t the beginning of the year
expressed as a percentage of the expenditures during the year,

4 The fund is projected to be exhausted and not to recover before the end of hmm m :
Source: Office of the Actuary, Oct. 8, 1981, o o
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TABLE 7.—COMPARISON OF CURRENT COST,! TAX RATES, AND TRUST FUND RATIOS FOR THE DI TRUST FUND. ASSUMING ENACTMENT OF THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE PROPOSALS

Current  Scheduled . Trust fund Current  Scheduled . Trust fund

cost tax rate? Difference ratio 3 cost tax rate? Difference ratio 3
1.30 1.50 .20 228
1.40 1.30 -0.10 20 1.33 1.50 .17 237
1.34 1.43 .08 13 1.35 1.50 .15 245
1.28 1.30 .05 20 1.38 1.50 A2 250
1.24 1.19 -.05 25 1.41 1.50 .09 252
1.22 1.19 -.03 21 1.44 1.50 .06 253
1.20 1.20 -.00 19 1,57 1.50 -.07 236
1.19 1.20 .01 19 1.66 1.50 -, 16 195
1.19 1.20 .01 20 1,69 1.50 -.19 145.
1.19 1.20 .01 21 1.64 1.50 -.14 100
1.19 1.50 .31 21 1.56 1,50 -, 06 12
1.19 1.50 .3 45 1.54 1,50 -.04 56
1.19 1.50 .31 n 1.56 1.50 -.06 41
L19 1.50 i 96 1.59 1.50 -.09 17
1.19 1.50 ) 122 1.59. 1.50 -, 09 2‘;
1.20 1.50 .30 146 1.56 1.50 -.06 ‘
1.22 1.50 .28 166 | 25-yr averages: -
1.24 1.50 .26 185 1981-2005. o e oo eae e 1.27 1.41
1,26 1.50 .24 201 2006-2030. .. ce- 1.62 1.50
1.28 1.50 .22 215 2031-2055........ - 1.57 1.50
75-yr average: 1981-2055_....... 1,48 1,47 =0l e imeman

! Based on alternative |1-B of the 1981 trustees report, including effects of Public Law 97-35.

2 Combined employer-employee tax rates.

¥ The trust fund ratio is determined to be the trust fund assets at the beginning of the year
expressed as a percentage of the expenditures during the year.

| From the Department of Health and Human
Services, Sept. 30, 1981}

GENERAL MEMORANDUM

From: Robert J, Myers, Deputy Commissioner
for Programs.

Subject: Date When Combined Trust Funds
Will be FExhausted Under Worst-Case
Assumptions—Previous Law, Present
Law, and Finance Committee Proposal
{revision of memorandum of September
28).

This memorandum will present informa-
tion as to when the combined OASI, DI, and
HI Trust Funds would be exhausted under
worst-caseé economic assumptions. Consider-
ing the combined three trust funds is tanta-
mount to what the situation would be with
interfund borrowing being permitted (note
that the Finance Committee proposal pro-
vides only for borrowing between the OASI
and DI Funds).

The following table shows the trust fund
ratlo for the law as it was before the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 as con-
tained in the 1981 Trustees Report, for the
situation now after the Reconclliiation Act
was enacted, and for what the sttuation
wouid be if the current proposal of the Sen-
ate Finance Committee weie adopted:

[In percent}
After
After Senate
1981 Recon- Finance
trustees ciliation  Committee
report Act proposal

Ca'endar year:

1981 23 23 23
20 21 20
15 17 7
5 9 9
- [Q] 1 1
1985, . ... ) [0} [0)

! Funds completely exhausted.

Under the law as it was before the Re-
conciliation Act, the combined trust funds
would have been unable to meet benefit
commitments in a timely manner some time
shortly after the middle of 1983. or slightly
less than oné year after the OASI Trust Fund
would be at a ievel Inadequate to pay bene-
fits wiien due (in the fall of 1982).

P
Source: Office of the Actua

Considering the situation after the enact-
ment of the Reconciliation Act, the date
when insufficient assets would be on hand
to meet benefit commitments would be ape-
proximately in the middle of 1984 (after the
June 1984 henefit increases become’ effec-
tive). Thus, the effect of the Reconciliation
Act was to extend the critical date by almost
one year. (Note that a fund ratio of 9 per-
ceunt at the beginning of the year is gen-
erally sufficient 80 that benefit obligations
can be met for the first half of the year.)

Under the Senate Finance Committee
proposal, which has interfund borrowing
possible only between the OASI and DI
Trust Funds (whose combined fund-ratios
are 14 percent at the beginning of 1983 and
9 percent at the beginning of 1984), the
critical date would be some time in the
middle of 1984.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DOLE. Yes.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I see
our distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee is in the Chamber. I wish to
hear him and not delay him.

I would like to express my appreciation
to the chairman for calling attention to
the Gwirtzman Commission and also
perhaps. particularly because it is very
much a part of our subject but not seen
as such, the work of the President’s Com-
mission on Retirement Policy, which
was a body headed by C. Peter McCul-
lough. It came forward with some major
findings and proposals that have not, in
fact, been worked into our consideration.

I think it could be said as a reasonable
proposition that you cannot any longer
seriously discuss social security as if
there were no other retirement systems
in place in the country. When social secu-
rity began, that was by and large so. It
is not any longer so. Most workers today
have a supplemental pension arrange-
ment designed. to build on top of social
sceurity, such as anything we do to the
one .system affects the other. Mr. Mc-
Cullough very eloquently and persua-
sively, in his study, showed that interlink-

‘im.e fund is projected to.be exhausted and not to recover before the end of the projection
er
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ing. And if Congress is going to recon-
sider the long-range prospects of this
system, which it is going to do, it is time
for us to know that it is now a dual sys-
tem, not just a single one, and the one
affects the other. - .

It would have been the.case, for ex-
ample, that had the reductions originally
proposed by the administration gone into
effect, you would have renegotiated la-
bor contracts in this country just by vir-
tue of the changes. This shows the degree
to which labor agreements, especially
those on pension provisions, are built on
certain assumptions on social security,
which is why those assumptions cannot
be changed in 4 months or 9 months or a
10-month time period. :

A general point—and then I wish to
take advantage of this opportunity to
hear the chairman of my subcommit-
tee—is that no one questions the diffi-
culties which face this system over the
next half century. Nobody does. To do
that is to deny a self-evident reality. We
do not want partisan considerations to
come forward in the debate, or at least I.
do not.

May I just say to my chairman, the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee, that the most optimistic statement
about the condition of these funds in the
next 5 years, the statement that says
there is no need to do anything about
them, has come from the administration.

I gsk unanimous consent that there
be printed in the Recorp at this point, if
the chaifman will indulge me, table 7 of
the “staff data materials related to social
security finance,” prepared by the staff
of the committee, which shows that as-
sets at the beginning of the year as &
percentage of outgo during the year, ac-
cording to the administration’s mid-
term review assumptions, range from 29
percent in 1980, dipping down to 22 and
rising up, by 1986, to 31 percent.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:
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TABLE 7.—ESTIMATED OPERATIONS OF THE OASI, DI, AND HI TRUST FUNDS AS MODIFIED BY THE **OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1981," MID-SESSION REVIEW ASSUMPTIONS

1980-86
|Dotlar amounts in biltions)

fncome Outgo

Calendar year 0ASI ] 0ASDI Hi Tota! 0ASH bt QASDI Bl Total
$105.8 $13.9 $119.7 $26.1 $145.8 $107.7 $15.9 §123.5 $25.6 §149. %
123.6 1.0 140.7 35.4 176.1 126.7 18.0 144.7 29.5 174.3
133.2 24.0 157.2 40.4 192.6 140.6 19.0 159.7 336 193.2
146.8 27.6 174.4 45.3 219.7 154.3 19.9 174.2 38.6 212.8
161. 1 31.0 192.1 50.2 242.3 168.0 20.9 188.9 44,3 233.2

182.3 39.3 221.5 56.8 278.3 182.4 22.1 204.4 50.7 255,
199, 2 4.1 243.3 65.9 309.2 195.6 23.3 219.9 51.7 2.1
Assets at beginning of year as a peicertsge of oulzo

Net increase in funds Funds at end of year duting year

0ASH Pl 0ASD) Hi Totat 0ASI DI 0ASDI Hi Total 0ASI DI 0ASDI Ml Tata)
-3l -$2. ~$3.8 0.5 ~$3.3 22.8 $3.6 $26.5 $13.7 $40.2 23 35 25 52 29
o — -H -fg -34.0 $'5.8 sua s19.7 2.7 22.4 19.6 42.0 18 20 18 47 23
-7.4 4.9 -2.5 6.9 4.4 12.3 1.6 19.9 26.5 46.4 14 14 14 53 22
-1.5 1.7 .2 6.7 6.9 4.8 15.3 20.1 3.2 53.3 8 38 11 €9 22
-7.0 10.1 3.2 5.9 9.1 ~2.1 25.4 23.3 3.1 62.4 3 73 11 i5 23
-1 17.2 1.1 6.1 23.2 -2.2 42.6 40.4 45.2 85.6 -1 115 1t 77 24
2.6 20.7 23.3 8.2 35 .4 63.4 63.7 53.4 .1 -1 183 18 8 3

Note: Estimates for 1983 and later are theoretical since the GASI Trust fund would become

depleted early in 1983 when assets become insufficient to pay benefits when due.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If that was thé in-
come statement rather than a projec-
tion, you would know the funds to be in
quite ample condition. The 12 or 13 per-
cent is a scary point, but only at 9 per-
cent or below do you run out of money.
You cannot pay your bills, But 22, 30, 31,
that {s an easy margin. A well-run busi-
ness would never want to have any more
cash on hand than that, although obvi-
ously social security Is not a business. As
a point of fact a business would never
want to have cash on hand, not being
used for any other purposes than
handling accounts, of much more than
6, 8, 7, or 8 percent of its expected outgo
while maintaining a line of credit at a
-bank which could immediately take up
any shortfall that might happen. That is
Just a principle of business management.

I simply mean to say that there is no
partisan -debate about the existence of
problems in this system. It is not that of
one party denying or the other party as-
serting, although it was not a member of
this party who said that in November
1982 there would be the greatest bank-
ruptey in history. It was not necessary to
say that but, once said, it is not going to
happen.

Having agreed there is no party differ-
ence-in our perception, we are nonethe-
less separated, one group saying every-
thing is awful and the other group say-
ing everything js fine. If you want to find
the most optimistic statement made, it is
by the administration in their midterm
assumptions.

So be it. We are not trying to fault’

anybody’s forecast, but we would like to
point out that optimism is scarcely a
monopoly on this side of the ajsle in this
matter. As a matter of fact, we have done
some very difficult, if nscessary, things

already, and I do not doubt we will have
to do more, with more to be done. We are
ready to cooperate, but we also ask for
cooperation. I might say in this Chamber
we are receiving that cooperation.

Mr. President, the distinguished chair-
man of our subcommittee is on the floor.
I hope he will Le speaking. I see that he
is preparing to do s¢ and I happily yield
to him.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 1
thank the Senator from New York for
his observations and for his contribu-
tion to the issue which we are bringing
to the attention of the Senate today.

I would say to the Senate, and partic-
ularly those who have followed closely
the progress of the social security debate,
that I am reminded of a story involv-
ing a small community in which there
had been a horrible crime committed.
It was a murder. In due course a per-
son was apprehended and a trial ensued.
The prosecutor involved realized that
this was probably going to be the most
important case of his entire career, so
he spoke at some length during the pres-
entation of his case, for several weeks,
and brought out every detail of the case,
all of the background, going on and on
and on.

The person who was charged with
marshaling the defense of the case was
not to be outdone and he talked for some
weeks also. ‘

During the course of this, the whole
town sort of came to a stop as they were
transfixed by recounting day after day
the awful detalls of this heinous crime
which had been committed in their
midst. Finally, the judge got caught up
in the excitement and the general sus-
pense of the event and there came time
to give his instructions to the jury. He,

Source: Office of the Actuary,
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too, spoke at great length. In fact, he
took the whole day to give his instruc-
tions to the jury. Interestingly, after
the trial had gone od for several weeks,
and all of these gory details had been
brought out in open court, with the judge
taking a full day to give his instructions
to the jurists, the jury retired, met
briefly, and about 15 minutes later came
back and addressed the court.

The judge said, “Can it be that you
have already reached a conclusion?”

The foreman of the jury replied, “Yes,
Your Honcr, we have. We have decided
we don’'t want to get mixed up in this
horrible mess.”

That, in brief, Is the general reaction
to the social security problem.

The New York Times a day or two ago
published an editorial which expresses
perhaps with greater precision the gen-
eral sentiment which I have just de-
scribed. 1 ask unanimeus consent, Mr.’
President, that the New York Times
editorial of October 13, 1981, ke printed
In the Recorp, because it sums up so well
the real dilemma that we face in trying
to seriously and thoughtfully address
the issue of social security reform.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp.
as follows: i

HIDING FROM SOCIAL SECURITY

Adroit politicians don’t ignore issues too
hot tc handie, They appoint commlssions to
study them. And &aiier an inftial burn or
two, that is just what Fresident Reagan has
chosen 'to do with Social Security. In this
case, through, adroit poiitics doesn’t make
for good public policy. The longer Washing-
ton puts off a remedy for Soclal Security's

financial woes, the narder it will be to find
one.

Sbeial Securlty’s obligation to beneficiaries,
current and future, far exceeds its resources.
That 1s because Social Securtty does not cole
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lect énough payroll tax to pay for the bene-
fits Congress has voted for each generation of
retirees. The Government has been muddling

through, imposing & gradually Increasing .

payroll tax on a growing labor force,

‘But now the days of the cheap lunch are
over. The combined employer-employeo tax
has reached 13.3 percent of the wages of most
workers and is scheduled to rise to 18.3 per-
cent by 1950. It is unilikely, in the era of
Proposition 13 and Ronald Reagan, that Con-
gress will raise the tax yet higher, :

So virtually all the plans proposed to solve

- Social Becurity’s long-term financial prob-
lems depend on reducing benefits. The future
retirement agé for maximum benefits could
be gradually raised. Benefit increases could
.be tied to the growth of wage rates rather
than, as now, to the cost of Uiving. Or bene-
fits could be taxed ike other incoms, with
the proceeds earmarked for Social Security.

President Reagan proposed his variations
on the benefit reduction theme—some sensi-
ble, some not—as part of his 1982 budget.
Oongress, acutely aware of the voting power

. of old folks, ignored them. Now Mr. Réagan
proposes to hand the problem to a commis~
sion. But there’s no reason to think & new
group, even if one 18 convened, will any
more weave silken golutions from polyester
thread than others appointed in recent years
to study Social Security. '

A stopgap plan to borrow retirement money
from the fund earmarked for hospital bene-
fits would make it nossible to keep the sys-
tem solvent for & while longer. But that well,
too, will run dry, perhaps—depending on the
economy—=as soon 68 1983, and Congress

would then be forced to tackle the issue

again,
At least two lessons can be salvaged from
this political and economic debacle:
: Any change in Social Security requires bie
partisan support. There 18 no way to strip
politics from a program that so affects 40
. milllon voters. Both the House Ways and

Means and the Senate Finance committees

desorve high marks for aiming at a bipartisan
strategy. President Reagan and House Speak-
er O’Netll, jostling for political advantage, ef-
fectively sabotaged thelr efforts.

Budget balancing should not be confused
-with Social SBecurity reform. If the President
had offered changes solely to guarantee the
long-term solvency of the system, he might
have carried Congress along the high road of
reform. Instead he is trying to exploit Social
Security in his effort.to cut the budget with-
out limiting defense spending.

It 18 inconceivable that America would ever
let politics destroy its most important and
most successful soclal program. But it 1s
hard, for the moment; to see who will cham-
plon its reform. In the words of the men in
‘the White House: “If not us—who? If not
now-—-when?”. .

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I will not take but
:. mo;?ent to read two brief excerpts
rom it.

Let me call attention to the first para-
graph of the editorial which makes the
main point.

Adroit politicians don't ignore issues too
hot to handle. They appoint commissions to
study them. And after an initial burn or
two, that is just what President Reagan has
chosen to do with social security. In this
case, though, adroit politics doesn’t make
for good public policy. The longer Washing«
ton puts off a remedy for soclal security’s
financial woes, the harder it will be ‘to ind
one. : .

Among the conclusions which the edi-
torial reaches, and one which I un-
hesitatingly endorse, is the following:

.Budget balancing should not be confused
with social reform. )
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‘But the most important conclusion of
all reached by the New York Times on
this issue is this succinct observation:

Any change in social security requires bi-
partisan support. There is no way to strip
politics from & program that so affects 40
million voters. Both the House Ways and

Means and the Senate Finance Committees .

deserve high marks for aiming at a bipartisan
strategy. President Reagan and -Houss
Speaker O'Nzmy, jostling for political ad-

" vantage, effectively sabotage their efforts.

Mr. President, it is not my purpose to
point fingers at any person, least of all
the President of the United States and
the Speaker of the House, but I do think
it worth noting in passing the adminis-
tration made & serious tactical error in

the presentation of their initial social -

security reform measures, at least in the
timing, because in submitting the legis-
lation at the time that they did, at the
very moment when a huge battle had
been fought in the House, successfully, by
the administration over the issue of the
budget reconciliation measure, they in-
vited the Speaker and others to pounce
on this proposal as at least something
that was an arguable proposition.

.In effect, they invited a partisan re-
sponse to & matter which really should
not have been partisan and which I think
the administration never inténded to be
taken in that light.

In any case, through the spring and
summer, and now through the fall, we
have been treated to the spectacle of this
fssue of social security reform being
lobbed back and forth between the two
parties like some kind of political hand
grenade. I regret that very much.

The legislation which we are now de-
bating and which we will undoubtedly
soon pass will delay but not prevent the

threatened bankruptcy of the social se-’

curity system. The bill restores the min-
imum social security benefit, a desir-
able piece of legislation. ‘

But we will delude ourselves and, what

1s worse, we will delude the people that

we are here to represent, if we hold out
the hope that this legislation will solve
either the short- and long-term prob-
lems of social security’s financial sound-
ness. This bill 1s a stopgap and nothing
more. _

All it does is delay the day of final
reckoning when Congress must square-
1y face this simple fact: Social security,

the Nation’s largest domestic program, a

financial lifeline for 36 million Ameri-
cans, is going broke,

The main provision of this bill, a,s has
been explained so well by previous speak-

ers, 18 Interfund borrowing. At best, this.

can be nothing more than a stopgap. 8o«
cial security is comprised of three sep-
arate funds, retirement, disability, and
hospitalization.

Soclal security is comprised of : eo

separate funds—retirement, disability, .

and hospitalization. Each of these funds
is separately financed through social
security payroll taxes. Two of the funds
are in surplus. The other, the retire-
ment fund, is badly In arrears. Inter-

.- fund borrowing permits the trustees to

borrow from one fund to another to
help reduce the deficit in the one fund
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1tnlmt is now unable to meet its obliga-
ons. .

But even with interfund borrowing,
Mr. President, the most optimistic as-
sumption is that all three trust funds
will be bankrupt at the end of thiz dec-
ade. Therefore, interfund borrowing is
not a solution but merely a postpone-.
ment of the inevitable reality.

Mr. President, I should like to call to
the attention of the Senators a few of
the broad issues which I perceive as
those with which we must wrestle if we
are going to be serious about a long-
term solution to the problem. .

First of all, social security is losing
and will continue to lose something like
$12,000 a minute, every day, around the
clock, 865 days & year. .

Second, social security will continue
to accumulate annual deficits, as it has
in each of the past 6 years.

Third, the cash reserves of the social.
security system, which are keeping the
system afloat despite the defleits, will
continue to be depleted and are going
down at an alarming rate, Just 8 years
ago, I say to my colleagues, there was
$100 In reserves for every dollar of bene-
fit pald. Today, there are just $18 for
every benefit dollar, and next year, the
ratio is expected to drop to $13 to $1.

Finally, and this is the statistic which
is quoted so often, and properly so, over
the next 76 years, social security will
owe $1.6 trillion in benefits more than
it will be able to pay.

These are not the nightmares of some
wild-eyed alarmists, Mr. President.
These are the facts from legally required
reports submitted to the Corgress of the
United States by the Secretaries of the
Treasury, Labor, and Health and Human
Services. :

Under the circumstances, it is no sure
prise that the majority of the American
people belleve that the social -security
system will not have the funds to pay
them the benefits that they are expect-
ing to receive at the time of retirement.

"The irony of all this is that the situa-
tion we face could have been avoided,
should have been avoided, and, even at
this late date, can be avoided.

What is needed now is a bipartisan,
bicameral willingness to face facts, and
to focus on specific, practical, and rea-
sonable solutions to soclal security’s
financial crisis, which were alluded to.
in the New York Times editorial I men-
tioned earller. .

Mr. President, the cynics are saying—
and there are plenty of cynics around
here—that it will be impossible for us to
come to grips with a broad-gaged soclal
security reform bill. I suppose if you

‘are sitting up on Mount Olympus, look=

ing down upon the Congress of the
United States, and you are placing a
bet as if you were handicapping a horse«
race or.scmething, the way to bet is that
the cynics’ predictions will be justified.

The odds are that we ghall not be able
to bring forth at an early date the kind
of permanent, long-range reform of the
social security system which is so clear-
1y shown to be needed by the condition
of the trust funds.

But, I say to my colleagues, we are not
sitting up - on Mount Olympus, We are



October 14, 1 981

down here in the real world and I am
here to report today that not only is it
better than an impossibility; I think
there is’a real likelihood that we will be
able to work out the kind of reform bill
that will close the $1.6 trillion gap in
social security funding.

I stress that I cannot promise this,
and it is certainly, I guess, less than a
50-50 prospect. But¢ the issue is so im-
portant and the stakes are so high and
the opportunity is so fleeting that I want
my colleagues 0 know that a number
of us who are working on his problem
have not given up on bringing out a
social security reform bill even this
year or, if we fail this year, early next
year.

Mr. President, the atmosphere for do-
ing so is quite difficult. We have an
issue that affects, as I have said, some
86 milllon Americans and there is al-
ready & certain politicizing of the issue
which is making the problem very dif-
ficult. I know of at least one case where
candidates running against elected in-
cumbents are taking out whole-page ad-
vertisements in which they declare they
are for social security and their oppo-
nent is agalnst social security.

A number of groups have banded to-
- gether to form a coalition ‘which, they
say, Is necessary to save the social
security system, and their proposal to
save it Is to resist any of the changes
which are so manifestly necessary to
prevent it from ultimately going broke.
So, in the eyes of people like this, if you
are for social security, you have to be
agalnst any changes in the system.

Well, to be for social security and
against the changes that are needed to
_ assure the soundness of it is to really
_ say that you are for a social security
system that is going to run out of money

next year or the year after or the year-

_ after that.

For us to sit around the Senate split-
ting hairs as to when the last dollar will
be spent in the social security system,
whether it is going to run out of money
a year from now or 2 years from now or
in 1984 seems to me to be the height of
irresponsibility.

We ought to take the same kind of
trustee attitude about this that we would
if we were on the board of a private pen-
sion system--not to assure that we are
going to make it through the next 12
months but to assure that, through the
lifetime of all the people to whom we
have made promises of assistance, it will
be sound. :

That is the issue on which I am sure a
number of my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle and a number of our counter-
parts in the House are seriously in-
terested.

. In order to approach a long-term so-
lution to the social security system prob-
lem, we need to start by asking ourselves,
how did we get into the morass that we
now find ourselves in? How did we get
$1.6 trillion in debt? '

- First, Congress constantly provided

benefits beyond any reasonable ability
to pay for them. Since the program was
created in 1940, Congress has adopted
more than 23 separate benefit expan-
- slons of the program, to the point now
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where benefits are pald to widows and
widowers, college and high school stu-
dents, early retirees and others.

In addition, basic retirement benefits
have been adjusted upward by no less
than 699 percent; $1 trillion in benefits
has been paid out, and another trillion
dollars in benefits will be paid in the
next 5 years.

We are now to the point where, in 1985
alone, total pension and disability bene-
fit payments will exceed $220 billion.

In short, Mr. President, Congress has
been promising benefits far beyond what
we can reasonably expect to deliver.
 The second reason for social security’s
plight is that past Congresses have re-
lied almost exclusively on increasing
payroll taxes to partially offset the costs
of the benefits it promised. Social secu-
rity taxes have increased 2,011 percent.

There i8 little wonder, I think, that
none of us in Congress is seriously pro-
posing additional payroli tax increases.
I know of no one who does advocate
those increases. Now that social security
taxes cost more than 13 percent of pay-
roll and are scheduléd to continue to

rise—indeed, counting both the employer *

and employee portions of the social secu-
rity tax, the average working man or
woman in America today pays more, sub-
stantially more, in social security tax
than they pay in Federal income tax—
raising taxes to pay for benefits is not
the answer. :

Third, I think we need to recognize,
as a precondition to really solving this
problem, that we have mismanaged in

- the past. Honestly, we have used overly

optimistic assumptions about the future
of the economy, as we have calculated
benefits. We have rushed through bene-

fit increases in the closing hours of Con-

gress shortly before adjournment and,
some -might note, shortly before elec-
tions. We have done it over and over
again. _ :

In 1972, Congress enacted a bill that
led to the double indexing of bensfits,
huge windfalls to social security recip-
fents, and which cost the social se-
curity trust funds billions and bil-
lions of dollars in overpayments.

. Finally, let me observe that there is an
inherent problem in the creation of
large-scale Federal programs which fu-
ture generations are obligated to finance.
That problem is that we cannot really
predict the future. Those Senators and
Congressmen who voted in 1940 to create
the social security system could not, and
did not, predict the massive changes that
would occur in the American workplace.

In 1940, there were few two-income
married couples, the birth rate was sky-
rocketing, and the Nation was still in its
youth: There were 16 workers for every 1
social security recipient.

It was in this political and demo-'

graphic environment that social security
was - created. That environment bears
virtually no resemblance to the work-
place today. Two-income couples com-~
prise more than 30 percent of the work
force, birth rates are declining and there

.are less than three workers for every

social security recipient.

This is a key factor in today’s soclal
security deficits. Social security benefits
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gre financed on & pay-as-you-go system.
In other words, benefits paid in 1940 were
financed through taxes paid in 1940, and
benefits paid today result from taxes
paid today. T

But with fewer workers supporting an
ever larger number of recipients, no
wonder the system is flowing with red
ink. The point is that for all practical
and moral purposes, we are committed to
o system that was created by those who
had no conception of today’s lifestyle.

Even though solutions to the social se-
curity financial crisis are limited by ac-
tions taken by previous Congresses, it
would be terribly irresponsible for us to
simply pass the pending bill and then
wash our hands of the issue and hope
that the problem will go away. It will
not go away. The problem cannot be
solved by ignoring it nor through polit-
ical grandstanding.

In my judgment, it can be golved only
if we can put together a bipartisan, bi-
cameral package which will be broadly
acceptable not only in this Chamber and
in the House but also by the recipients
:gd others who are most directly affect-

50 the main question is, Are we willing
to really become serious about social se-
curity? One of the Members of the House
privately made the observation that we
will never get this job done at this time
because the crisis is not imminent
enough; that the only way we can legis-
late around here, according to at least
this one Member, is for the crisis to be-
come so seribus that the checks-are not
ready to go out. Maybe he is right: I hope
he is not. , :

I know a lot of people who think that
the task of really reforming the social
security system—that is, really insuring
in the long run the financial soundness
of social security—is for this Congress to
focus and discipline itself.

I recall that Carlyle said that at the
outset, every noble task is seen to be
impossible. I believe that saving the so-
cial security system, restoring it to fi-
nancial soundness, assuring the recip-'
{ents and future generations of recipients
the kind of peace of mind that only a

- fully actuarially sound social security

system can provide, is indeed a noble
task, and I trust that it will be one which’
will not be impossible. The issue is, Do
we have the will to take on that job?

Mr. President, in conclusion, I should
like to share with my colleagues the fact

.that some of us have been meeting be-

hind closed doors to consider a number
of different options. As I have expressed
on other occasions, as I 1ook at more than
2 dozen—and now more than 3 dozen—
different options by which we could ad-
just the eligibility standards or benefits,
I find many that I could support. The
{ssue is simply this: Out of all the pro-
posals that have been made, what can.
we pick and choose that will be broadly
acceptable and will close the $1.6 trillion
funding gap?

It is just as simple as that. Except for

- & couple of items I have already men-

tioned—general fund financing and the

. prospect of raising the payroll tax—I

am ready to negotiate on any other pro-
posals on the table.
I will put in the REcorD & list of no less
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than 39 seperate Droposals which have
been suggested by some individusl of
group. In all, T am told that this list of
options, which was prepared by the staff
of the Senate Finance Committee, adds
up to about $8 trillion in potential cost
. savings, over time, to the sociel security
system. We need pick off this shopping
list only $1.6 trillion,

In telking to Members on both sides
of the aisle in ¢this body and in extensive
consultation with Members of the cther
body, and with the most thoughtful and
responsible outside interest groups, the
consensus is that we do have & chancse
to make those kinds of decisions, to
select from these options or others that
may be suggested the kind of proposals
which will add up to encugh savings to
put social security on & sound besis.

Mr. President, I ask unsnimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
list of social security financing options
which has been prepared by the stafl of
the Committez on Finance, to which I
very much encourage the a,t,tenticm of
all Members.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed In the
RECORp, as follows:

SociaL SECURITY FinanNcine OPTIONS
(Prepareq by the steff of the Commitiee on
Finance)

Lengthen period for ‘computing average
earnings by 3 years.

Temporary constraint on adjustment of
benefit formuls.

Eliminate dependents’ beneﬂts in early-
retirement cases.

Eliminate “windfall” socla,l sécurity bene-
fits for persons with pensions £rom noncove
ered employment.

Increase waiting period for disability im-
surance benefits to 8 months.

Require prognosis of not less than 24
months of disability.

Move date for automatic beneflt increases
from June to September.

Limit retroactivity of benefits.

" Acceleration of state and local governe
ment sociel security tax deposits (increased
receipts) .

Prorate benefit increase in first year of
eligibility.

A “safety valve” trigger to limit soclal se-
curity COLA (with jnterfund borrowing or
with taex reallocation).

Raise the age of eligibility for retirement
benefits.

Price index the benefit formula.

Change the beneflt formuis used in deter-
mining initial benefits. i

Cost-of-1iving ad‘ustment changes: Limit
benefit increase to the lower of the increase
tn wages or prices; 80 percent cap on snnual
COLA; - 3-percent COLA reduction for 3
years; and Base COLA-on the personal con-
sumption expenditure (PCE) chain index.

Reduce benefits for early retirement.

Reduce the benefit rate for spouses,

Increase the age of eligibility fox* wid-
ow(er)s benefit to 62.

Increase disabiliity insured- status requlre-=
ment to 30-out-o0f-40 quarters. .

Make disability benefits payable until 82

Malntain the retirement test exempt age
at 72, -

Eliminate the eemne on taxable eamingﬁ

Extend mandatory coverage ¢o newly hired
government emplovees.

Tax soclal security benefits in s&me man- .

ner ag other govemmem or private pension
income.
Tax onc-half of sociel security benefits.
Increase tho payroll tax ¢o. eliminate
OASDI deficit.
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Apply one-half of HI tax to OASDE (addl
tional income).

Repesal the Retirement Test.

Phase 1n actuarially based delayed retire-
ment credit.

Index earnings records of older workers
closer t0 actual retirement.

Phase out weighted benefit formuls, and
phase in & proportional or fiat benefit
amount.

Phase out derivative benefits.

Revise administration of an investment
strategy for Social Security Trust Funds.

Increase liquor and tobacco excise taxes,
and earmark revenues to Social Security
Trust Punds.

Implement Soclal Security Options Ac-
counts.

Eliminate Soclal Security benefits for col-
lege students.

1. LENGTHEN PERIOD FOR COMPUTING AVERAGE
EARNINGS BY 3 YEARS

Present Law: A worker’s primary insurance
amount (PIA) Is ceslculated by applylng &
formula to the worker's average monthly
earnings over & certain number of years. In
retirement cgses, the number used generally
equals § less than the number of years after
1950 (or after age 31, if later) &nd up to the
year in which the worker reaches age 63. For
workers reaching age 62 in 19881, this means
that cernings are averaged over 26 years.
After 1990, & 35-year averaging period will
apply to all retirees.

Proposal: The number of years over which
earnings are sveraged would be extended by
8 years. This ¢xtension of the computation
period would be 2ccomplished over & 3-year
phese-in period. Under the phage-in, the
number of years over which benefits are
averaged would be increased by 1 year for
those reaching age 62 in 19832, by 3 years for
those reaching age 62 in 1983, and by 3 years
for thosa reaching age 62 after 1983. As under
present law, all earnings, regardless of the
age &t which they were obtained, can be used
in the averaging computation.

A conforming change would similarly in-
crease the number 0f quarters-of-coverage
required for eligibility for persons reaching
age 62 before 1991, The ultimate quarters-of-
coverage requirement would remain at 40.

Savings: Long-range: $216 billlon* (.26
percent of taxable payroll).

Endorsed by: Reagan administration, Con-
gressman Blll Gradison.

‘8. YEMPORARY CONSTRAINT ON ADJUSTMENT OF

BENEFIT FORMULA

Present Law: In computing benefits, a
worker's earnings under social security arse
averaged and & benefit formula is applied
to those average indexed monthly earnings
(AIME) to arrive at the Initial basic benefit
amount called the primery insurance
amount (PIA). The PIA is the amount &
worker is eligible to receive at 65. Depend-
ents’ and survivors’ benefits are based on thé
worker's PIA.

The formule for & worker who becomes
eligible for benefits in 1981 is: 90 percent of
the first 8211 of AIME, plus .83 percent of the
AIME from $211 through $1,27¢, plus 18 per-
cent of the AXME over $1,274.

The two dollar figures in the formula, 211
and $1.274, are bend points—the points at
which the weighing in the formula changes.
The bend points are raised (indexed) each
year to refiect increases in average wages in
the economy. Thus, a new formula 1s created
each year for the new group of workers be-
coming eligible for benefits in that year.

‘This system was adopted by the 1977 Soclal
Security Amendments. The annual bdjuste
men¢ of the bend points by the full amount
of the increase in average wages leads to

*Present value of future cost savings (or
increased revenues) during the 76 year vale
ustion period, measured in 1981 doliars.
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higher imitial bemefits over time and to re-
plocement rates—the percentage of a
worker’s prior earnings that are replaced by
his social security benefit—that remain at
approximately the same level.

Proposal: Effective for the years 1982
through 1887, increase the dollar amounts to
which each of the percenteges apply (the
bend points in the benefit formula) by 50
percent. rather than 100 percent, of average
wage increases. In 1988 and thereafter, the
benefit formula would be adjusted as under
current law to reflect the full change in
average wages,

Savings: Long-range: 81 100 trilllon (1.29
percent of taxable payroll).

Endorsed by: Reagan Administration,
Congressman Bill Gradison.

3. ELIMINATE DEPENDENTS' BENEFITS TN EARLY-
RETIREMENT CASES

Present law: Under present law, unmar-
ried children (1) under &ge 18, and (2)
under age 19. if full-time elementary or sec
ondary students, end (3) age 18 or older, if
disabled before age 22, are eligible to receive
monthly social security benefits based on the
earnings of & retired or disabled worker,
(Unt1l July 1985, certain post-secondary
student beneficlaries are also eligible for
benefits ot a6ges 18-21, on a gradually
phased-down basis.)

Proposal: Eliminate child’s benefits based
on the earnings of workers who elect to re-
‘celve early-retirement bernefits. Children
would receive benefits when the worker elect-
ing esarly retirement reached age 65.

(The proposal would also effectively elimi-
nate young parents’ benefits in early retire-
ment cases. Such individuals, who are not
yet age 62 and eligible for a regular aged
spouse'® beneflt, are eligible for spouses’
benefits only if they have in their.care 8
child who i8 receiving benefits.)

This provision would apply to children of
{ndividuals who attain age 62 after Decem-
ber 1981.

Savings: Long-range: $20 billion (0.02 per. .
cent of taxable payroll).

‘Endorsed by: Reggan Admlmstration.,
Congressman Bill Gradison.

4. ELIMINATE “WINDFALL' S0CIAL SECURITY BEN-
EFITS FOR PERSONS WITH PENSIONS FROM
NONCOVERED EMPLOYMENT

Present law: The present law beneflt for-
mula for persons who reach age 62 or become
disabled in 1981 is: 20 percent of first 8211
of AIME (average indexed monthly earn-
ings), plus 32 percent of AIME over $211 and
through 31,274, plus 16 percent of AIME
over 81,274.

By construction of the benefit formula,
goclal security benefits tor workers with low
average esrnings are 2 relatively high
proportion (up to 90 percent) of their aver-
ege indexed earnings under social security.
In the computation of benefits, no distinc-
tion is made between the worker who has
a lifetime of low earnings and the worker
who has low average earnings because he
worked only & few years in covered employ-
ment (possibly at high wages) and many
years in employment, not covered by soclal
security. Both groups receive the heavily
welghted soclal security benefit that is in- .
tended for the first group—workers whoo have
been dependent on low covered wages dur-
ing their working lifetimes. The heavily
welghted benefit paid to the second group 18
sometimes referred to as a “windfall.” -
" Proposal: Retired and dlsabled workers
who become eligible for soclal security bene-
fits after 1981 would have thelr benefit re-
duced (but not eliminated) if they also
receive & pension based on thelr own earn-
ings in noncovered emoloyment. For such
workers, the heavily weighted 90-percent’
factor in the first band of the benefit for-
mule would be repiaced by & factor of thirty
two percent. Thero would be & guarantee
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that the total benefit under the proposal
would not be less than the present law 80-
cial security benefit plus 50 percent of the
worker’s pension based on noncovered em-
ployment. Benefits for dependents and sur-
vivors would not be affected. i

Savings: Long-range: $80 billion (0.09 per-
cent of taxable payroll).

Endorsed by: House Social Security Sub-
committee (Pickle Bill) Congressman Bill
Gradison.

8. INCREASE WAITING PERIOD FOR DISABILITY
INSURANCE BENEFITS TO 6 MONTHS

Present law: Social Security disability
benefits are not payable until the worker (or
widow (er) aged 50-59) has been totally dis-
abled throughout a waliting period of 6 full
calendar months. Until amendments enacted
in 1972, the waiting period was 6 months.
There is no waiting period for SSI payments
to the disabled. R

Proposal: Increase the waiting perfod from
6 to 6 full calendar months. This provision
would be effective for people who first be-
come entitled to disability benefits after De-
cember 1981, based on a disability that began
after June 198l1. (SSI disability payments
will continue to be made with no waiting
pertod.)

Savings: Long-range: $25 billion (0.03 per-
cent of taxable payroil).

Endorsed by: Reagan Administration, Con-
gressman Bill Gradison.

6. REQUIRE PROGNOSIS OF NOT LESS THAN 26
MONTHS OF DISABILITY

Present law: One requirement for social
security and SSI disability benefits is that
an individual's impairment be expected to
result in death or last for a continuous pe-
riod of not less than 12 months. The 12-
month test, enacted in 1965, replaced a test
which required the disabling condition to be
of “long-continued and indefinite duration’.

Proposal: Extend the prognosis-duration
requirement for social security disability
benefits from 12 months to 24 months. (The
SSI prognosis-duration requirement would
not be changed.) The 24-month prognosis-
duration requirement would be roughly
equivalent in practice to the old law require-
ment. The provision would be effective for
people who first become entitled to disability
benefits after December 1981, based on a dis-
ability that began after June 1881.

Savings: Long-range: $60 billion (0.07 per-
cent of taxable payroll).

Endorsed by: Reagan Administration, Con-
gressman Bill Gradison.

7. MOVE DATE FOR AUTOMATIC BENEFIT IN-
CREASES FROM JUNE TO SEPTEMBER

Present Law: The automatic cost-of-living
increase in social security benefits and SSI
(supplementa] security income) payments is
payable at the start of July. The amount
of the increase is equal to the percentage
by which the average of the Consumer Price
Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical
Workers (CPI-W) for the first quarter of
the current calendar Year has increased over
the average of the CPI for the first quarter
of the previous calendar year. No cost-of-
living increase is paid unless the increase in
- the CPI is at least 3 percent.

The cost-of-living increase provision, as
originally enacted in 1972, would have made
increases effective in January of each year.
Legislatiofi*enacted in December 1873 inten-
tionally put the benefit increase on a fiscal
year basis in order to avoid creating a sub-
stantial outlay increase in the fiscal year
1974 budget. The fiscal year at that time was
on a July to June basis. In 1977, the fiscal
year was moved to an October to September
basis, but the month in which the benefit
increase is provided was not similarly
changed.

Proposal: Effective with the 1982 increase,
the social security and S8SI cost-of-living
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increases would be changed to a fiscal-yeal
basis. Annual social security and SSI in-
creases would be payable in October of each
year. In addition, the Consumer Price Index
for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) would be
used instead of the CPI-W. To keep the lag
between the end of the measuring period
and the payment of the cost-of-living ad-
justment the same as under current law, the
measuring period would be from 2nd quarter
to 2nd quarter instead of from 1st quarter
to 18t quarter.

A conforming change would be made in
the effective date of the annual increase in
the SMI (supplemental medical insurance)
premium.

Savings: Long-range: {0.17
percent taxable payroll). .

Endorsed by: Reagan Administration,
House Social 8ecurity Subcommittee {Pickle
Bill).

8. LIMIT BETROACTIVITY OF BENEFITS

Present law: Social security retirement
benefits are paid for as much as 6 months

8160 billion

and disability benefits are paid for as much’

as 12 months retroactively from the date
the pension applies for the benefits. The
retroactive payment is included as & lump
sum in the first check the beneficiary
receives.

Proposal: Limit retroactivity of benefits to
3 months for retired workers and their de-
pendents and for survivors, and to 6 months
for disabled workers and their dependents
and for disabled surviving spouses. This
provision would be effective with respect to
applications filed after December 1981.

Savings: Long-range: $8 billion (.01 per-
cent of taxable payroll).

Endorsed by: General Accounting Office.

9. ACCELERATION OF STATE AND LOCAL SOCIAL
SECURIT'Y TAX DEPOSITS

Present law: States may enter into volune
tary agreements with the Federal Govern~
ment in order to provide social security cov-
erage for State and-local employees. A State
which enters into such an agreement bears
the responsibility for collection of the so-
cial security taxes thhheld from employees
by the various local jurisdictions and their
matching taxes. Payments of social security
taxes are made first by the various local jur-
isdictions to the State. The State, in turn.
is responsible for verifying the payments and
depositing them with the Federal Govern-
ment with the taxes which have been paid
with respect to the State’s own employees.

Prior to 1980, the law left the frequency
with which States deposited soclal security
taxes for State and local employees to he
established by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services under regulations which
were to follow "so far as practicable” the re-
quirements imposed under Treasury regula-
tions on private employers. In practice, the
regulations prior to 1980 allowed States to
hold funds until 456 days after the end of
each quarter—a much longer time than was
generally permitted to private employers. In
1980, the law was amended to require the
deposit of withheld social security taxes for
State and local employees within 30 davs
after the end of the month in which the
applicable wages were paid.

The frequency with which deposits of so-
cial security taxes and income taxes are made
by private employers is determined under
regulations issued by the Secretary of tne
Treasurfy and vary in accordance with the
tax liability of the employer. The larger the
amount of the liability, the more frequently
it must be paid.

State and local governments are now gov-
erned by the same rules as private employers
with regard to depositing withheld inconie
taxes, but not with regard to depositing 80~
cial security taxes.

Proposal: The same requirements would
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apply to State and local governments with
respect to depositing social security taxes as
apply to private employers. This means that
State and local governments, depending on
size, would be required to make deposits as
frequently as every week or as infrequently
as every 3 months. This provision would be
effective for deposits required to be made
after December 1981.

Additional income. Long-range: Negligible.

Endorsed by: House Sooial Security Sube
committee, General Accounting Office, Cone=
gressman Bill Gradison.

10. PRORATE BENEFIT INCREASE IN FIRST YEAR °
OF ELIGIBILITY

Present Law: Benefit increases begin with
the calendar year in which.a worker becomes
eligible for benefits. (The year in which he
reaches age 62 in the case of retirement bene-
fits.) If a worker does not file for benefits
until & later year, his eventual benefit re-
flects all cost-of-living increases which oc-
curred starting with the year he became eli-
gible. This adjustment keeps him from being
disadvantaged for having waited to a later
time to file.

The benefit increase given for the first year
of eligibility does not take into account the
amount of time during that year the indi=
vidual 18 eligible to receive benefits. He re-
ceives the full benefit increase provided dure
ing that year, regardless of whether he was
eligible for 1 month or 12 months of the year. .

Proposal: The benefit increase provided for
the first year of eligibility would be pro-rated
based on the number of months during the
year that the worker was eligible. If he
became eligible in December, he would get
1/12th of that year's increase. If he became
eligible in January, he would receive the fuil
increase, and so on. The provision would be
egectlve for persons becoming eligible after
1981. .
Savings: Long-range: $180 billion (.22 per-
cent of taxable payroll).

11. A “SAFETY VALVE" TRIGGER TO LIMIT THE
BOCIAL SECURITY COLA

Present Law: Social security cost-of-living
adjustments are equal to the percentage In-
crease in the Consumer Price Index (CPI),
and are provided whenever the CPI rises by
3% or more. :

Proposal: If economic conditions prove
more adverse than now expected, the funds
could reach such a low level that the ability
to meet benefit payments would be called
into question. To safeguard against such a
possibility, a triggered mechanism could be
used which is not projected to be needed but
which would prevent unanticipated deterio~
ration of the funds. This mechanism would
become effective only if the funds are pro-
jected to fall below a specified trigger level.

Prior to 1981 (assuming the interfund
borrowing and tax-related provisions are in
effect during this period), the trigger
mechanism would be based on the combined
reserve level in the cash benefits funds.
The trigger level would be set at 15 pere
cent of annual outgo at the beginning of
1982 and would gradually rise by 1 percent
per year to 1990. (After 1990, when the cash
benefit funds are projected to begin ac-
cumulating surpluses, the trigger would be
based on the balance in the cash benefits
funds and would increase by 2 percent per
year until it reaches an ultimate level of
756 percent.) In computing the cost-of-living
increases to be effective at the start of each
fiscal year, the Becretary would determine
whether that increase would draw the funds
down below the trigger level by the end of
the year. If so, the cost-of-living increase
would be scaled down just enough to assure
that the trigger level floor would not be
breached.

On an after-the-fact basis (at the time
of the following year's increase), the Secre-
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tary would first adjust benefits to compen-
sate for any error that may have been made
in the prior year determination. Before com=
puting the next year's cost-of-living in-
crease, that 1s, the Secretary would first
increase or decrease benefit levels so as to
raise (or lower) them to the level that
would have been reached had the trigger
mechanism been properly applied. This
would not result in a reduction in actual
benefits, but would simply adjust the base
amount upon which the new benefit in-
creass would be computed.

12. PAYMENT OF FULL BENEFITS AT AGE 68;

CHANGES IN ACTUARIAL REDUCTION

Present Law: A worker retiring at age 65
receives a full retirement benefit (100 per-
cent of the primary insurance amount
(PIA)). Workers can retire as early as age
62, but the retirement benefit is reduced by
34 of 1 percent for each month of entitlement
prior to age 65 (a 20 percent reduction at
age 62). Workers who reach age 62 in 1979
or later have their full benefit 1ncreased by
14 of 1 percent for each month that retire-
ment is delayed after age 65 up to, in effect,
age 70.

A disabled or retired worker's aged spouse
receives one-half of the worker's PIA if the
benefit is taken at age 65. Aged spouses can
eiect benefits as early as age 62, but the bene-
fit 1s reduced by 4% of 1 percent for each
month of entitlement before age 685 (a 25«
percent reduction at age 62).

At age 65. widow(er)s can receive 100 per-
cent of the deceased worker's benefit. An
~ aged widow(er) can receive beneflts at age

60, though beneﬂts elected before age 65

are reduced by 1%, of 1 percent of the PIA
per month (71.5 percent at age 60). A dis-
abled widow(er) age 50-60 can also recelve
reduced benefits (50 percent at age 50).

Proposal: Effective in the year 2000, full
retirement benefits (100 percent of the PIA)
would he pavable to workers retiring at age
68. Early retiremenft benefits would be re-
duced by ', of 1 percent for months of en-
titlement before age 68 (a 36-percent reduc-
tion at age 62). The delayed retirement credit
would be re~ealed.

An aged spouse of a disabled or retired
worker would recelve one-half of the work-
er's PIA at age 68. Benefits could be clécted
at age 62 but all benefits elected before age
68 would be reduced by 15 of 1 percent per
month. Aged and disabled widow(er)s who
start getting benefits before age 88 would
continue to receive reduced benefits calcu-
lated using present law reduction factors;

.however, the widow(er)’'s benefit would not
g&;Areduced below 64-percent of the worker's

The changes would be phased in gradually
beginning in 1890.

Savings: Long-range: $1.060 trilllon (1.27
percent of taxable payroll),

Endorsed (in concept) by: House Social
Security Subcominittee, Senator LAwTON
CuiLrs, Congressman BiiL GRADISON, 1979
Advisory Council on Social Sezurity, Na-
tional Commission on Social Security.

13. PRICE INDEX THE BENEFIT FORMULA
Present law: In computing benefits, a

worker's earnings under soclal security are -

averaged and a benefit formula is applied to
those average jindexed monthly - earnings
(AIME) to arrive at the initial basic benefit
amount called the primary insurance
amount (PIA). The. PIA is the amount a
worker 18 eligible to receive at 65. Depend-
ents’ and survivors’ benefits are based on the
worker's PIA.

The formula for a worker who becomes
eligible for benefits In 1981 is: 90% of the
first 8211 of AIME, plus 32% of the AIME
from 8211 through $1,274, plus 15% of the
AIME over $1,274.

The two dollar figures in the formula, $211
and 81,274, are bend points—the points at
which the welghtlng in the formula changes.

4

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —_ SBNATB

The bend points are ralsed (lndexed) each .

year to reflect increases in average wages in
the economy. Thus, a new formula 1s created
each year for the new group of workers be-.
coming eligible for benefits in that year.

This system was adopted by thé 1977 Social
Security Amendments. The annual adjuste
ment of the bend points by the full amount
of the increase in average wages leads to
higher initial benefits over time and to re-
placement rates—the percentage of a
worker's prior earnings that are replaced by
his social security benefit—that remain at
approximately the same level.

Proposal: Beginning in 1987, increase the
dollar amounts to which each of the per-
centages apply (the bend points in the bene-
fit formula) by the increase in the consumer
price index. This would be a permanent
change in the program that would still per-
mit initial benefits to rise over time (in
nominal and real terms); however, replace-
ment rates would gradually decline.

Savings: Long-range: $1.630 trillion (1.80
percent of taxable payroll).

Endorsed by: Expert Consultant Panel to
Finance Committee (1976).

1¢. CHANGE THE BENEFIT FORMULA USED IN
DETERMINING INITIAL BENEFITS

Present law: In computing benefits, a
worker's earnings under soclal security are
averaged and & benefit formula is applied
to those average indexed monthly earnings
(AIME) to arrive at the initial basic benefit
amount called the primary insurance amount
(PIA). The PIA is the amount a worker is
eligible to receive at 65. Dependents’ and
survivors' benefits are based on the worker's
PIA.

The formula for a worker who becomes
eligible for benefits in 1981 1s: 90% of the
first $211 of AIME, plus 32% of the AIME
from $211 through 81,274, plus 16% of the
AIME over 81,274.

The two dollar figures in the formula,
$211 and $1.274, are bend points which are
raised (indexed) each year to reflect in-
creases in average wages in the economy.
This weighting of the formula produces
benefits that replace a ¥elatively high pro-
portion of pre-retirement earnings for work-
ers with low average earnings.

Proposal: Effective in 1982, apply the fol-
lowing benefit formula for newly eligible
workers: 45% of the first 81,000 of AIME,
plus 22.5% of the AIME over $1.000.

After 1982, the bend point—81,000—would

be adjusted by increases In average wages
in the economy as under present law.

Savings: Long-range: §980 billion (l 18
percent of taxable payroll).

18. COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT CHANGES

Present law: The automatic cost-of-living
increase In social security benefits and SSI
(supplemental security income) payments is
payable at the start of July. The amount of
the Increase is equal to the percentage.by
which the average of the Consumer Price
Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical
Workers (CPI-W) for the first quarter of the
current calendar year has increased over the
average of the CPI for the first quarter of the
previous calendar year. No cost-of-living in-
crease is paid unless the increase in the CPI
is at least 3 percent.

Proposal: (1) Limit benefit increase to the
lower of the Increase in wages or prices.—
Whenever the CPI rose faster than average
wages in the economy, the benefit increase
would be limited to the increase in wages.
The cliange in average wages would be meas-
ured by using the Bureau of Labor Statistics’
average hourly wage index. This would be &

permanent change in the program, effeotive .

with the 1982 benefit increase.

Savings: Long-range: 410 billion
percent of taxable payroll).

Endorsed by: National Commission on So-
cial Security.

(2) 80% cap on annual COLA—Limit the

(.60
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annual cost-of-living adjustment to 80% of
the increase in Consumer Price Index. This

change would be effective for 8 oconsscutive
years, beginning with the 19832 benefit

‘incresase,

Savings: Long-range: $80 billion (.09 per-
cent of taxable payroll).

(3) 38-percent COLA reduction for 8
years.—Limit the annual cost-of-living ad-
Justment to 3 percentage points less than the
increase in the Consumer Price Index. This
change would be effective for 3 consecutive
years, beginning with the 1982 benefit -
increase.

Bavings: Long-range: $125 billion (.14 per-
cent of taxable payroll).

Endorsed by: Senator Pete Domenici, Sen-
ator Ernest Hollings.

(4) Base COLA on the personal consump=-
tion expenditure (PCE) chain index—The
PCE chain index has roughly the sarme cov-
erage as the CPI. The index uses current
consumption patterns as weights instead
of the 1972-73 patterns used by the CPI and
it uses a rental equivalence measure for
housing costs. .

Beginning with the 1982 benefit !ncrease.
base the cost-of-living adjustment on in- .
creases in the PCE chain index rather than
the CPI. This would be a permanent change
in the program. ]

Savings: Long-range: $260 billion (.30
percent of taxable payroll).

18. REDUCE BENEFITS FOR EARLY RETIREMENT

Present law: Full retirement benefits are -
payable when the worker attains 65. Bene-
fits are payable as early as age 62, but the
amount 15 reduced to take account of the
longer period over which the benefit {8 exe
pected to be pald. Benefits for workers are
reduced by 5/9 of 1 percent for each month _
benefits are received before age 65. (At age
82, the benefit is equal to 80 percent of the
full beneflt.) Benefits for spouses of retired
or disabled workers are first available at age
62 and are reduced by 25/36 of 1 percent
for each month the benefit 18 pald before 63
(so that at age 62, the benefit is reduced by
25 percent.)

Proposal: Effective for workers and
spouses who reach age 62 in January 1990
and later, the reduction factor would be in-
creased 50 that the age-62 benefit would
ultimately equal 70 percent of tlie full bene-
fit. This provision would be fuly effective in
1999,

Savings: Long-range: 8270 bllllon
percent of taxable payroll).

Endorsed (in concept) by: Reagan Ad-
ministration, 1979 Advisory Council on 8o-
cial Security; National Commission on 8o~
clal Security; and House Social Security
Subcommittee (Pickle Bill). :

17. REDUCE THE BENEFIT RATE FOR B8POUSES ~.

Present law: At age 65, the spouse of a
retired or disabled worker is eligible for a
benefit equal to 50% of ‘the worker’s basic

(31

benefit—the primary insurance amount
(PI1A).
Proposal: Between 1990-1999, gradually

reduce the benefit amount for spouses to
30% of the worker's PIA. The reduction in
benefits payable would be phased in at 2%
per year.
Savings: Long-range:

percent of taxable payroll).

18. INCREASE THE AGE OF ELIGIBILITY FOR

WIDOW (ER)S BENEFIT TO 62

Present law: Monthly benefits are payable
to widow(er)s aged 60 and over, of deceased -
workers. Benefits drawn before 66 are perma-
nently reduced by 19/40% of 1 percent for
each month benefits are recelved before age
65.

Proposal: Between 1990 and 1897, grad-
ually raise the age of initial eligibility for
widow(er)s benefits to 3. Pull monthly ben-
efits would continue to be paid at 65. The in-

$130 bllllon (16"
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* creass in the age of benefit eligibility would

be phased in 3 months per year for 8 years.
Savings: Long-range: Negligible.

19. INCREASE DISABILITY INSURED-STATUS RE-
QUIREMENT TO 30-OUT-OF~40 QUARTERS
Present law: To be insured for social

security Oisability benefits, a worker gen-

erally must meet two requirements: (1) he
must be “fully insured"--that is, he must
have one quarter of coverage for each year
after 1950 (or age 21, if later) and up to the

_ year in which he becomes_disabled, and (2)

a disabled worker aged 81 and older must

have 20 quarters of coverage (about 5 years -

of work covered under social security) dur-

ing the 40-quarter period (10 years) ending .
with the quarter cf disability. A disabled

worker under age 8] must have one quarter
of coverage for 2ach quarter elapsing after
the -year he becomes age 21 and up to the
quarter of disability (with a minimum of
six quarters of coverage). A blind disabled
worker must meet only the *‘fully insured”
requirement.

Proposal: Change the 20-out-of-40 quare
ters requirement so that a person aged 31
and older would need 30 quarters of coverage
(sbout 71, years of covered work) in the
40-quarter period preceding disability in or-
der to qualify for disability benefits. The
disabled worker under age 31 would need 3
quarters of coverage for each 4 quarters
elapsing after the year he became age 21
and up to the quarter of disability (a mini-
mum of 8 quarters of coverage would still
be required). Effective for disability bene-
fits payable after December 1881 but only

if a worker becomes disabled after June '

1981, - .

Savings: Long-range: $160 billion (.19 per-
cent of taxable payroll). .

Endorsed by: Reagan Administration,
House Social Security Subcommittee. -

20. MAKE DISABILITY BENEFITS PAYABLE
. UNTIL 62 ) )
Present law: Under present law, a worker
who. becomes disabled ‘before 65 1s eligible
to receive full monthly benefits—100% of
his primary insurance amount (PIA)—un-

til age 66 is attained. At 65, he is eligible to

recelve retirement benefits at the same
monthly rate. By contrast, the worker who
retires before 65 i3 subject to a permanent
reduction in monthly benefits of 8/9% for
each month benefits are received before age
66. The age 62 retirement worker, therefore,
1s eligible for 80% of his PIA.

Proposal: Effective for workers first becom-
ing eligible to receive disability benefits after
1981, make disability benefits payable until
age 62, rather than 65. Under this proposal
the disabled worker would convert to re-
duced retirement benefits at age 62.

Savings: Long-range: $210 billion (.25 per-
cent of taxable payroll).
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21. MAINTAIN THE RETIREMENT TEST EXEMPT
AGE AT 73

Present law: Social security beneficiaries
under age 72 (agé 70 in 1988 and after) .are
subject to a retirement-earnings test. If a
beneficlary’s earnings exceed the annual ex-
empt amount, soclal security benefits are re-
duced 81 for each $2 in earnings above that
amount. The exempt amount for those age
66 and up to the exempt age 1s $5,500 in 1981,
and 86,000 in 1982, with future increases tied
to increases in average wages. (The exempt
amount 18 lower for those under age 65.)

Proposal: Permanently maintain the ex-
empt age at 72.

Savings: Long-range: 15 billion (0.02 per-
cent of taxable payroll). : )

22, ELIMINATE THE CEILING ON °
TAXABLE EARNINGS

Present law: In 1981, the social security
tax applies to the first $29,700 of an in-
dividual’s warnings. In future years, the
amount of earnings subject to the tax will
rise depending on the increase in average
wages that occurs from one year to the next,
Under the Trustees’ intermediate assump-
tions, the tax base 1s projected to rise to
842,600 In 1985 and $60,000 in 1990. Approxi-
mately 94 percent of all workers covered by
social security have their full earnings taxed.

Proposal: Beginning in 1982, eliminate the
celling on taxable earnings so that all earn-
ings in covered employment are subject to

- the social security payroll tax.

Net income: Long-range: $800 billion (0.9
percent of taxable payroll). .

23. EXTEND MANDATORY COVERAGE TO NEWLY

HIRED GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES -

. Present law: Soclal security coverage has
been extended to the vagt majority ot people
who work for a living in the United States.
Approximately 80% of all workers contribute

- to social security; 8 million jobs are exempt
. from participation. The major exceptions
now are permanent civilian employees of the
federal government, employees of state and
local governments which have not elected
coverage for their employees, and employees

of nonprofit organizations which have not:

walved their tax-exempt status in order to
provide soclal security coverage for their em-
ployees.

Proposal: (1) Effective January 1, 1982, ex-~
tend social security coverage on a mandatory
basis to all newly hired federal, state, and lo~
cal government employees,

Net Income. Long-range: $425 billion (.50

_percent of taxable payroll). )

(2) Eftective January 1, 1982, extend social
security coverage on a mandatory basis to all
newly hired federal government employees.

Net Income. Long-range: $260 billion (31
percent of taxable payroll).

Endorsed by: 1979 Advisory Council on So-
clal Security National Commission on Social
Security, Representative Barber Conable.

TAX RATES FOR THE SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUNDS
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2¢. TAX BOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS IN SAME .
MANNER AS OTHER GOVERNMENT OR PRIVATE
PENSION INCOME
Present law: Boclal security benefits are

not subject to federal, state or local taxes.
Proposal: Effective January 1, 1986, include

social security benefits in taxable income,

+ for federal income tax purposes, in the game

manner as private or governmental pension
income.

Pension benefits from contributory private
pension plans (including those for govern-
ment employees) are now taxed to the uxtent
that the benefits exceed the employee's accu-
mulated contributions to the plan. Cumula-
tive retirement benefits up to the employee's
own total contributions are not taxed be-
cause the income from which the contribu-
tions were pald was taxable. That part of the
benefit representing the employer’s contribu-
tion and interest income on both the em-
ployee’s and the employer's contributions is
taxed when received,

Net Income: Not available.

Endorsed by: 1979 Advisory Council on So-
clal Security. ' .

28, TAX ONE~HALF OF SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

Present law: BSocial security benefits are
not subject to federal, state or local taxes.

Proposal: Effective January 1, 1886, in-
clude one-half of soclal security benefits in
taxable income for federal income taxes. The
income from this provision would be di-
verted into the trust funds.

Tncome: Not avallable:

Endorsed by: 1979 Advisory Council on
Social Security.

26. INCREASE THE PAYROLL TAX TO ELIMINATE
OASDI DEFICIT

- Present law: The schedule of soclal secu-

rity tax rates in present law 1s:

Taz Rates for the Social Security Trust
Funds

(Employers and Employees, Each)
[In percent)

Total
Year (OASDHLI)
1082-84 _ . meiioao_. 6.70
1085 e 7.06
1086-89 . ... . . ______ - 1156

1990 and later

Proposal: To eliminate the long-term
deficlt In the cash benefit programs, increase
the tax rate so the combined OASDHI rate
beginning in 2010 is 8 percent employee and .
employer each.

Additional Income. Long-range: $1.4€0
trilllon (1.65 percent of taxable payroll),

Endorsed by: 1879 Advisory Council on
Social Security National Commlssion on So-
cial Security, .
27. APPLY ONE-HALF OF HI TAX TO OASDI AND

PARTIALLY FINANCE HI FROM GENERAL REVE.

NUES

Present law: The schedule of soclal se-
curity tax rates in present law is:

{In percent)
Calendar year - OAS! T 0ASO1. Hi Total (OASDHI) | Calendar year 0AS! DI 0ASDI Hi Total (OASDHI)
Employers and employees, each: . ; Self-employed persons:
1;82-84.....-.'. ............. 4,575 0.825 5.40 1.30 6.70 1982—3’4.. e e 6.8125  1.2375 8.05 1.30 9.35
1885 ... 4750 . 950 5.70 135 7.05 85__ . 7.1250  1.4250 8.55 1.35 9.90
1986-89, e 4,750 . 950 5.70 1.45 7.15 986-89. ... 7.1250  1.4250 8.55 1.45 10.00
1990 and latou...,-..-.----.- 5.100 . 1060 . 20 1.45 7.65 1990 and late 7.63060  1.6500 9.30 1.45 10.75

Proposal: Reallocate. one-half of the HI

-tax to OASI and DI. The HI trust fund would

be replenished through general revenue ap-
propriations,
Additional Income: (QASDI), :
Long-range: $1.220 trillion (1.88 percent of

Endorsed by: 1879 Advisory Council on So-

clal Security; National Commission on Social

Security, House Social Security Subcommit-
tee (Pickle bill) Rep. Barber Conable.
28. REPEAL THE RETIREMENT TEST (ALSO KNOWN
AS THE EARNINGS LIMITATION) .
Present Law: Soclal Security benefits for
persons aged 6B or over are reduced by §.50
- for every dollar of earned Income above
0?.500 that 1s earned by those under the age
of 72, : .

Proposal: Repeal the earnings "uml tation
for persons aged 65 or older by gradually rais-

.Ing the exempt amount above that projected

under current law.

Savings: This proposal costs mohey, rather
than saves money. Outright repeal of the

.earnings limitation for persons aged 65 or

over would increase soclal security payments

by an average of §2.3 billlon annually for
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the next flve years, and Increasingly larger
annual amounts thereafter. To keep this
proposal revenue “neutral” one option is to
combine repeal of the retirement test with
reducing benefits for early retirement (see
page =——).

Short-range: (on basis of Administration
proposal)—§7 billion in 1982-86.

Long-range: $130 billlon additional cost®
0.14 percent of taxable payroll.

29, PHASE IN ACTUARIALLY;BASED DELAYED=
RETIREMENT CREDIT

Present Law: Monthly retirement and
widow's benefits are increased (beginning for
persons who attain age 66 in 1882) for every
year the worker delays retirement beyond
age 65. :

Proposal: Provide & delayed retirement in-
centive that equals the savings that accrue
from delayed retirement (about 8 percent to
10 percent a year, on an actuarial basis, in-
cluding corresponding increases for spouse’s
benefits). As an alternative, combine this
actuarially based delayed retirement credit
with repeal of the earnings limitation.

Savings: If the actuarially-based retire=
ment credit is coupled with the repeal of the
earnings limitation, the only cost should be
the cost of repealing the earnings limitation
(about $160 billlon over 756 years, not count-
ing possible refiows through increased in-
come taxes). :

A. If earnings test after age 65 is repealed,
and delayed-retirement credit 1s given only if
benefits are not claimed: :

Short-range: No significant cost effect in
1982-88.

Long-range: No change in cost (except 28
to cost of repealing earnings test).

B. If both the earnings test is repealed and
the actuarially-based delayed-retirement
credit is glven:

Short-range: $1 billlon increased cost In
1982-86. .

Long-range: Increase in cost of $130 bil-
lUon* (in addition to cost of repealing earn-
ings test); 0.14 percent of taxable payroll

C. If earnings test at age 66 and over is not
repealed, but increased delayed-retirement
credit is given:

Short-range: $1 billlon Increased cost in
1982-86.

Long-rahge: $130 billion of increased cost; *
0.14 percent of taxable payroll.

30. INDEX EARNINGS RECORDS OF OLDER WORKERS
CLOSER TO ACTUAL RETIREMENT

Present Law: In determining benefits, a
benefit formula is applied to the worker's
average earnings In covered employment.
Each year of earnings is indexed prior to the
second year before the worker attains age
62, becomes disabled, or dies, or adjusted to
reflect increases in average wages in the
economy.

Proposal: Index earnings records of older
workers up to second year before the year of
actual retirement. -

Savings or Cost:
Short range: 8
in 1982-86.* .

Long-range: $190 bililon in additional cost
(.20% of taxable payroll).

81, PHASE OUT DERIVATIVE BENEFITS TO DEPEND~
ENTS OF RETIRED AND DISABLED WORKERS

Present Law: Provides an array of benefits
which are provided in gddition to worker re=-
tirement benefits. These benefits include
spouse, children and other dependent bene=
fits. It 1s estimated that of the $145 billion
per year in benefits pald out from the Old-
Age and Survivors Insurance and Disability

billlon additional cost

*Present value of future cost increases dur-
ing the 76-year valuation period, measured
in 1981 dollars.
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Insurance Trust Punds at the current rate of
disbursements, some $16 billion is for s0-
called derivative benefits.

Proposal: Gradually phase out derivative
benefits over a long time period, and thus
restore social security to its original concept
of 8 worker retirement program. This' pro=-
posal would be coupled with increasing social
security benefits pald to workers (see previ-
ous item). The phase out of the derivative
benefits would begin b years from now with
derivative benefits reduced by 2 percentage
points over the next 26 years.

Savings or Cost:

Short-range: No cost effect in 1982-86.

Long-range: $600 billlon in savings®
(0.66% of taxable payroll).

82. PHASE OUT WEIGHTED BENEFIT FORMULA, AND
PHASE IN A PROPORTIONAL OR FLAT BENEFIT
FORMULA ’

Present Law: (See item 8 for description.)

Proposal: Replace the weighted benofit
formula with a phased in proportional or
flat benefit formula so that benefits would
be more closely related to prior earnings and
contributions. The flat beneflt formula could
be set at B0% of the worker's average ad-
justed (Indexed inonthly earnings). In other
words, social security would replace at least
half of a worker's average pre-retirement
earnings; under the current system replace-
ment rates range from 26% to 128%. This
proposal would be phased in over 15 years,
beginning in 1987, -The person becoming
eligible in 1987 would recelve 10% of ine
benefit amount determined under the new
formula and 80% of the amount determined
by the present formula. Those becoming ell-

gible in the second year would receive 20%

of the new formula and 80% of the present

formula, and so forth for the next 8 years.

Since many lower wage earners would suse
tain benefit losses under this provision, the
8SI payment standard should be gradually
raised to at least 126% of the poverty
threshold.

Savings or Cost:

Short-range: No cost effect in 1982-88.

Long-range: 81,400 billlon in additional
cost® (1.60% of taxable payroll).

Note: The above figures do not include
the edded cost for the higher SSI benefit
level. )

338. PHASE OUT DERIVATIVE BENEFITS

Present Law: Provides an array of benefits
which are provided in addition to worker
retirement benefits. These benefits include
spouse, children and other dependent bene-
fits. It is estimated of the $127 billion in
benefits pald out from the Old Age Survivors
Insurance Trust Fund, some billion pays for

-go-called derivative benefits.

Proposal: Gradually phase out derivative
benefits over a longer time period, and thus-
restore Soclal S8ecurity to 1ts original concept
of a worker retirement program. This pro-
posal would be coupled with increasing Sn-
clal Security benefits pald to workers (see
previous item). The phase out of the deriva-
tive benefits would begin five years from now
with derivative benefits reduced by two per-
centage points over the next 25 years.

‘Endorsed by: American Association of Re=
tired Persons.
84. REVISE ADMINISTRATION OF AND INVESTMENT

STRATEGY FOR BOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUNDS

Present Law: Three cabinet secretarles—
from the Department of Health and Human
Services, Treasury and Labor—are the trust-
ees for the Social Security System and are
‘charged by law to report annually on the
stability of the Social Security System, and
to prudently invest funds for best rate of
return.
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Proposal: Add four new trustees to the
trust fund board . . . a representative from
the employers who contribute to the funds,
a representative of the beneficiaries, an in-
vestment counselor, a representative of em-
ployees who contribute to the fund.

The proposal would charge the trustees
with the responsibility to secure the maxi-
mum possible interest yleld on the funds
commensurate with the safety of the trust
fund.

Third, if the funds continue to invest in
Treasury “special 1ssues,” that the interest
rate be set at the weighted average of the
tnterest rate of all the government or gove
ernment-backed securities the funds can
legally invest in.

Savings: Not avallable.

Endorsed by: Senator Willlam Proxmice,
and 20 Senate COSPONSOrs.

88. INCREASE TOBACCO FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES,
AND EARMARK REVENUES TO SOCIAL SECURITY
TRUST FUNDS
Present Law: Social Security benefits are

financed almost exclusively through employ-

er and employee pald Soclal Security taxes.

Proposal: Increase tobacco federal excise
taxes, and earmark revenues to Social Secu-
rity Trust Funds. The excise tax Increase

-would be about 10 cents a pack. One other

option s to increase federal excise taxes on
liquor, and to earmark those revenues to the
Social Security Trust Fund.

Savings: $3 billlon annually; $228 billion
over 76 years.

Endorsed by: Senator Jack Danforth.

86, ELIMINATE STUDENT BENEFITS
Present Law: Soclal Security benefits are

" presently paid to full-time students aged 18

to 21 who are children of retired, disabled
or deceased workers.

Proposal: These benefits would be phased
out over a three to four year period. Any
student now eligible and receiving benefits
would be allowed to continue uniil age 23
if enrolled full-time. No new students would
be eligible.

Savings: 5 years: 86 billlon; 75 years:
not avallable.

Endorsed by: Senator Lawton Chiles.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I
am now ready to yield the floor.
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, first,
I congratulate the distinguished Senator
from Colorado on his, as usual, very
thoughtful and appropriate speech.
Senator ARMSTRONG is obviously one of
the most intelligent Members of ithe U.S.
Senate and Is a very responsible Member.
I am most encouraged to hear his re-
marks, as I am sure other Senators are.
I know that the Senator from Kansas
is anxious to pass this bill. I have an
amendment which in its bill form,
8. 1528, to reform the investment policy
of the social sccurity trust funds, is
sponsored by 20 Senators of both po-
litical parties. I should like to bring it
up now or at an appropriate time later.
This amendment would save, in my
judgment, $2 billion & year for the social
security trust fund and move toward the
sound social security system for which
the Senator from Colorado so eloquently
called. :
I have written the Senator from Kan-
;al.‘sm Z?do?e) Seniit‘ticr)lr from Colorado (Mr,
RONG), asking for a
R hearing on
I should like to accommodate the Sene
ator from Kansas, because I believe that
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if we have & hearing and the issues are
fully aired, a consensus may very well
develop in its support and it could pass
overwhelmingly.

Would the Senator from Kansas be
willing to commit himself and his com-
mittee to hold a hearing on S. 1528, so
that those of my colleagues as well as
others who wish to testify could do so?

Mr. DOLE. I assure the Senator from
Wisconsin, who has a direct interest in
this matter and has discussed it with me
and with other members of our commit«
tee, that there will be a full and com-
plete hearing, with whatever witnesses
the Senator from Wisconsin might like
to have.

I also have discussed it with the able
manager on the Democratic side, Sena-
tor MoyNIHAN, and the answer is an un-
qualified “yes.”

Mr. PROXMIRE. I want to be sure
that if we withhold offering the amend-
ment on this bill, the procedural argu-
ment will not be made against us, when
we offer it later, that this bill was the
proper vehicle. Will the Senator agree
that we will not be told at a later date
that the social security bill before us to-
day was the bill and the only time and
plage it should have been done?

Mr. DOLE. That is a very good ques-
tion. I certainly would not raise that
argument. There will be other vehicles. 1
understand that there are a number of
tariff bills reported by the House which
will come through our committee.

Some of us still have not given up hepe
of solving the long-term problem of so-
cial security. So there will be other op-
portunities, and I assure the Senator
from Wisconsin that I will not stand on
this floor and suggest to my colleagues
that he missed his chance in October.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator
from Kansas. =

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly wish to associate myself com-
pletely with the commitment of the dis-
tinguished chairman of the full commit-
tee—I know he will be joined in this by
the subcommittee chairman—that we
will hold hearings.

I'make the point that the Senator from
Wisconsin has done a service in raising
this question, which is a complex one.
‘There is a history here, just as there is a
history of this system. :

In 1935—I make this point to the dis-

tinguished Senator from Colorado—the -

interest rate on social security funds in

the Treasury was set at 3 percent. This

was a rate considerably higher than the
rate at which the Federal Government
borrowed money.

. And as a result it was a deliberate
subsidy to the social security fund from
general revenues, as would be the neces-
sary case. The Federal Government paid
social security more than they had to
pay other borrowers and thereby were
the subsidies.

In 1939 investments were to pay the
current rate of interest for outstanding
debt 5 years and over, at which point
the payment levels declined over time to
a low of 2.6 percent in 1951. It is hard

* to remember those days.

In 1960 the present arrangement was
set whereby the Treasury sells a special
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bond, that is available only to the civil
service retirement and railroad retire-
ment, which can be redeemed at any time
at its full premium value so it never de-
clines. There is no risk of the bond losing
value. The interest rate is set at the aver-
age rate paid on Government debt not
due or callable for 4 years. The bond yield
curve, as it is called, provides the expec-
tation that long-term yields for these
bonds will be higher than near-term
yields.

We have recently been in a quite
ahistorical period when this has not been
so and it may be the Senator will wish
to respond to it, but it should be. :

I do want this agreement not to
pass without offering the Senator from
Wisconsin my understanding that over
time the arrangements made and par-
ticularly those that are in place since

1960 have been designed to, one, protect .

funds, and two, to produce the highest
possible rate of return.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, may
I say to my good friend, in the first place,
I am always in awe of the Senator from
New York. It is amazing the detailed
knowledge he has of matters of this kind.
But I might point out to him that year
after year after year for 20 consecutive
years every year, every year, the yield
for the social security trust fund has
been below the long-term rate, with no
exceptions, no exceptions. It is almost
miract;lous that they could have such an
incredibly consistent record of getting a
lower yield.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a
table showing the comparison of yields
on social security trust funds and long-
term, 10-year, Treasury securities for
the two decades 1961-80.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorn,
as follows:

Comparison of yields on social security trust
funds and long term (10 years) Treasury

securities for the two decades 1961-80

Yields on Yields on

social se- 10-year

curity trust Treasury

Year funds? securities #

[
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@

a

1Twelve Months Ending June 30. Equals
the combined rate on OASI (Old Age and
Survivors Insurance), DI (Disabllity Insur-
ance) and HI (Hospital Insurance) Trust
Funds from 1972 to 1980. From 1961 to 1971 it
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is the combined rate on the OASI and DI
Trust Funds. In every year the combined
rate is equal to or higher than the return
on the OASI Trust Fund. Source, Social Se-
curity Administration.

?8ource: Economic Report of the Prest-
dent, January 1981, table B-66, pp. 308-309.

Mr. PROXMIRE. If the Senator from
New York or I had an investment man-
ager handling our money that way we
would get rid of him and maybe we
would even sue him. But when they are
this far below the average yield as they
were last year, and I am not attacking
this administration—the past adminis-
trations have been responsible for this, of
‘course—when they are this far below it
seems to 1ne we should take a very hard
look at the management of the fund, and .
when we have a situation where the
average return is around 13'% percent
and the social security trust fund yields
8.3 percent that is a loss of $2 billion and,
of course, that loss is being used as part
of the alibi for the shortfall and part of
the reason why the argument has been
made that benefits have to be reduced.
It seems to me that we shouldd correct
that and see that the fund is managed
to maximize the return since there is no
question of the safety, no question of
safety whatsoever, since the money has
to be invested in Federal securities.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. May I say to my
friend from Wisconsin, who {s formid-
able in debate as in all other matters,
that these are questions of fact for which
the Treasury can and will give us
answers. It is my understanding and only
that, and I do not assert it, I simple say
that it is my understanding that for the
past 5 years the rates of return on social
security bonds, the premium bonds, have
been lower than the long-term rate at
which Treasury sells, but this would have
riot beeri so previously. It would surprise
me if this persisted over 20 years because
it is designed to make it possible.

Mr. PROXMIRE. My information is
that the long-term rate exceeded the re«
turn on the social security trust funds
in those years.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. We will find out.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Very good.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. We will find out. We

. will get numbers and facts, and we will

proceed from there, and we would not be
doing so were it not for the initiative of
the Senator from Wisconsin. I thank him
very sincerely for this. .

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank my goo
friend from New York. . :

Mr. President, I yleld the floor.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I wish
to send an amendment to the desk.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator defer one moment while I
speak to the chairman of the Committee
on Finance?

Mr. PRESSLER. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will withhold.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask
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unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded. ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
Kassepaum). Without objection, it is so
ordered. '

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I

shall vote for the Finance Committee’s -

amendment that restores the social secu-
rity minimum benefit, permits interfund
borrowing among its trust funds, and
makes other changes. The President has
glven his support to this bill and it obvi-
ously has broad congressional support.
My support has a few qualifications.

I am truly disappointed that we can-
not agree on a wider range of proposals
necessary to the soundness of social secu-
rity. After all that this Congress has ac-
complished, we failed on perhaps the
most important issue facing us. The bill
-today is merely a bandaid on a very seri-
ous wound.

I am also disappointed in this amend-
ment from s budget standpoint. This bill
will cost over $300 million in fiscal year
1982, undoing a portion of reconciliation.
We are also conceding that the $4.2 bil-
lion in additional social security savings
assumed in the first concurrent budget
resolution cannot be achieved. I want
every Senator to understand that his or
her vote could increase the projected
fiscal year 1982 deficit by almost $5
billion. :

Let us face & few realities: This
amendment does not solve the underly-
ing financial problems of the social secu=
rity system. The President knows this;
the Congressional Budget Office has
stated this; the House and Senate know
it: and the public had better understand
it. We will have to act again, and soon,
to save the social security system and re-
assure millions of elderly and disabled

recipients that their benefits will con-

tinue.

How soon? The estimates vary. De-
pending upon the estimate, social secur-
ity could be in deficit in 1984 even with
the legislation now before us. It all de-
pends upon the economic recovery of the
country. If economic conditions are even
slightlv worse than projected, we could
be facing urgent social security financ-
ing problems even sooner.

One of the few reasons I can support
this amendment is that it shows some bi-
partisan effort on social security can
still exist. This cooperation must expand
if we are to find solutions to this prob-
lem. I have confidence that Chairman
Dore and the Finance Committee can
muster tooperation on this issue. I truly
hope that everyone in this Chamber will
join in support of the committee’s efforts
to address the social security financing
dilemma. No partisan benefit will accrue
to anyone if we allow social security to
go bankrupt.

The administration has clearly indi-
cated its willingness to discuss and con-
sider all possible solutions to social se-
curity. I think that is a wise judgment.
Social security must be separated from
partisanship and discussed in an open
and honest manner. I endorse the Presi-
dent’s recently announced decision to set
up & . -Commission on Social Security,
}vhlch should prove to be a productive

orum.
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The Commission will report to Con-
gress its recommendations within the
next year or so. But it will be Congress
responsibility to act. Frankly, what we
are doing today is a short-term quick
fix which contributes very little to solv-

ing longer run problems. The next time -

we work on soclal security Congress will
need to be far more courageous than it
is being today.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, it 1s my
understanding that there is no objection
if we go ahead and act on the committee
substitute and t0 make unanimous-con-
sent requests that it be considered as

-original text for the purpose of
amendment.

Is that the understanding of the dis-
gngulshed manager on the Democratic

de?

Mr., MOYNIHAN. The B8enator is
correct. '

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I move
the adoption of the committee substitute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Kansas.

The amendment (UP No. 478) was
agreed to. .

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendment be considered as original
text for the purpose of amendment.-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. E

UP AMENDMENT NO. 479

(Subéequently numbered amendment
No. 585.)

- Mr. PRESSLER., Madam President, I

have an amendment at the desk and I
ask for its immediate consideration.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.
~The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows: .
The Senator from 8outh Dakota (Mr.
PRESSLER) proposes unprinted amendment
numbered 479:
At the end of the bill add the following:
Skc. 6. It 1s the sense of Congress that any
future legislative changes in the Social Se-
curity Act, will not reduce the current dollar
amount of monthly Old-Age. Survivor,
and Disability Insurance benefits to which
individuals are entitled for that month of
enactment.

Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I
offer this amendment to the social secu~
rity amendments which will secure exist-
ing benefits for those people currently
recelving social security. This resolution
assures the American people that any
future revisions in the social security
system will not mean a reduction in
benefits for those currently receiving
social security payments. ‘

Millions of Americans have come to
depend upon a monthlv benefit payment
under the social security system. As a
result, the predicted bankruptcy of this
program has generated what I would de-
fine as an unprecedented reaction from
our Nation, especially the most vulner-
able segment of our population—the
elderly. : .

As 8 member of the Senate Aging
Committee, I have had the opportunity
to review the long- and short-term prob-
lems of this program. First, however, it

is important that we recognize the merits-
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of what is our Nation’s largest domestic
program. Social security provides &
means for Government to responsibly
take care of the elderly and handicapped

‘in a dignified way. As workers contribute

to the system over & number of years,
they are preparing to provide for their
retirement. They have a promise that
their contribution to the system will be
honored at retirement. Madam Presi-
dent, we must not break that commit~
ment. , .

To avoid arousing the fears and frus-
trations of the American people again, I
believe we must assure them that we will
not renege on our promise. Retirees
should be able to rest assured that we
will not reduce the benefits for which
they have worked and planned.

At the same time, it is imperative that
we acknowledge the very real financial
problems of the social security system.
Without some changes, it is highly pos-
sible that the old-age and survivors in-
surance (OASI) trust fund could be
bankrupt by the end of 1982. Fortu-
nately, the other two social security trust
funds, disability insurance (DI) and hos-
pital insurance (HI) are in better finan-
cial shape. Interfund borrowing will al-
low an interchange of assets to avoid
any failure in meeting benefit obliga-
tions.

While this interfund borrowing, real-
location of taxes and additional changes
proposed by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee will assure that payments can
continue through 1982, I support Presi-.
dent Reagan’s request to appoint a task
force which will review all the options

for maintaining the long-term solvency

of the system. I believe we must make
changes which will not in any way re-
duce or alter the benefits of those already
receiving social. security. While changes
may be made over a period of time. any
abrupt change or transition would be
unfair.

I am pleased to see that Congress is
restoring the $122 minimum social se-
curity benefit. I have consistently sup-
ported the retention of this benefit, for
again I believe that our Government
must not renege on its promise. South
Dakota is primarily an agricultural State
and most of our farmers were not cov-
ered by the soclal security system until
the 1950’s. 'These peopnle have not had
very many years in which to build bene-
fits and thus receive the minimum bene-

‘fit.

In addition, 75 percent of the mini-
mum benefit recipients are womeil.
Madam President, an estimated 72 per-
cent of the elderly poor in this country
are unmarried women, The lack of .
earned income or pensions leaves the
older women with no sources of retire-
ment income other than those minimal
soclal security payments.

Madam President, over 15 percent of
South Dakota’s population are elderly.
Since coming to Congress, I have held
numerous senior citizen seminars and
hearings in my State. I am continually
reminded that - the elderly depend on

. these monthly benefits. Infiation and the

constantly increasing cost of living hit
the elderly the hardest and their cost-



October 14, 1981

of-living - adjustment and this monthly
check are their only protection.

I am pleased to see that Congress is
acting rationally on this matter. I urge
the Senate to adopt my resolution which
will mean added assurance to our elderly
population that their benefits will not be
reduced. In doing so, I am confident that
we may maintain the fiscal integrity of
the social security system and redirect
the program to its original purpose—a
stable base upon which working men and
women can plan for retirement.

Madam President, I would like to re-
quest a rolicall vote on the amendment,
tomorrow. I understand there are no
votes today. .

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, if the
Senator will yield, the Senator from
Kansas has no objection to ordering the
yeas and nays, but I think we can protect
the other side and accommodate those
absentee Senators as well as the Senators
from South Dakota. Perhaps while I am
preparing to respond to the amendment,
we can suggest the absence of & quorum
or temporarily lay the Pressler amend-
ment aside and take up the amendment
of the distinguished Senator from Rhode
island. It will just take a minute or two

ere.

Let me suggest the absence of & quo-
rum and check it out with the leadership
as to the rollcall vote, i1s that agreeable?

Mr. PRESSLER. I suggest the absence
of a.quorum. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll. )

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask
_ unanimous consent that the order for the

quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. .

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment of the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota, Senator PRESSLER, be
temporarily laid aside so that we might
consider an amendment of the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
Objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PELL. I thank my friend and col-
league from Kansas very much.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 480

(Purpose: To require a General Accounting
Office study of the management efiiclency,

employee productivity, land technical ca- -

aazg;!es of the Soclal Security Administra-
(o)

Mr. PELL. Madam President, I send
-an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration..

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment. .

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL)

proposes an unprinted amendmen -
bered 480. P . ¢ num

Mr. PELL. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. :

The amendment is as follows: .

At the end of the b
new section: 111 add the following
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STUDY OF SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION
EFFICIENCY . .

S8ec. . The comptroller General of the
United States shall undertake 8 study of the
Soclal Security Administration for the pur=
pose of determining the management: ef-
ficlency, employee productivity, ahd techni-
cal capacities (including computer hardware
and programming) - of such Administration,
and the extent of current information of the
characteristic of recipients. The Comptroller
General shall report the results of such study
not later than 180 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, including any recom-
mendations for improvements in any of the
operations studied. :

Mr. PELL. Madam President, in ac-

cordance with the wishes of the senior..

Senator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN)
the amendment has been modified to add
of the end of line 7 the words: “and the
extent of current information of the
characteristics of recipients.”

Madam President, during the past 2
weeks there have been many disturbing
reports about administrative and me-
chanical problems that exist in the social
security system. I am sure that many of
my colleagues were dismayed, as I was,
o read the Wall Street Journal’s recent
summary of this situation. The article,
which appeared on the front page of last
Monday’s edition, cites instances of
checks being issued to individuals who
have been dead up to 2 years; a case of &
beneficiary receiving a $9,000 payment;
stories about the growing problem >f em-
ployee vandalism and comments about
the present inadequacy of the agency’'s
computer system.

Just yesterday, the Washington Post
published a feature story zeroing in on
inefficlency of the computer system at
the Soclal Security Administration. The
Post .quoted a vernment computer
analyst who described the present sys-.
tem as a patchwork of old fashioned ma-
chinery which has been updated by add-
ing a modern glass wing to an old fash-
foned log cabin. -

I ask unanimous consent, Madam
President, that the text of both of these
articles be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Oct. 5, 1981]
BOTCHED BENEFITS: ANIING COMPUTERS GIVE

SociAL SECURITY SYSTEM ANOTHER BIG -

PROBLEM

(“Breakdown” {s compounded by ‘traud.
human error, sabotage, and confusion. Please

-return huge checks.) .

(By John J. Fialka)
WasHINGTON.—Three months ago Edna
M. Branch, 65, a retired bookkeeper, re-
celved a letter from the Social Security Ad-

- ministration. It sald her monthly benefit

was being raised from 318;.80 & month to

/$9,281.60 & month.

“Honey, this has got to be an error,” J.
Woodrow Branch recalls telling his wife that
day. “Maybe they're going to cut it to
around $80. You know Reagan’s been talking
about doing that.”

Three days later the check arrived. It was -

for $9.281.60.

Soon afterward Mrs. Branch and her hus-
band drove from their home near Carthage,
N.C, to the nearest Soclal Security office, 40
miles away. Mr. Branch still remembers the
expression on the face of the woman who
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greeted them there. It was frozen for & mo- -
ment 88 she studied the check; then there
was this crisp, forced little smile. i

. “There has been & mistake,” the woman
sald. , :

No one knows how many times this Mttle
drama was repeated last July, when checks
including cost-of-living increases were sent
to 30 milllon retired workers.

Maybe the Social Security computer syse
tem knows, but it isn’t telling. That system,
which computed the new amounts and trige .
gered the checks, 1s having the electronic
equivalent of & nervous breakdown at its
home in Woodlawn, Md. The problem {8
being compounded by fraud, sabotage, hue
man error and confusion. .

““GEVERE CRISIST”

Mrs. Branch's oufsize check, resulting
from & glitch in & computer program called °
Madcap (Manually Adjusted Credits and
Awards Program), is just one .of the in-
creasingly bizarre symptoms of that prob-
lem—which, depending on what S8ocial Secu-
rity officlal you talk to, is a “crisis,” a
“severe crisis” or & “llving manifestation of
Murphy’'s Law” (if anything can go wrong,

-4t will),

It 18 no small problem, nor will it be easy
to deal with as the Reagan administration
and Congress struggle to save the Social Se-
curity system. The 1,200 computer programs .

that run the system have been amended and

amended to the point where no one really
understands them anymore. That, coupled
with & chronic lack of trained computeér
technicians at the Soclal Security agency, is
making even simple changes dictated by
Congress difficult to put into effect. .

Soclal Security’s computer system 1is & big
part of the federal government’s money ma=
chine. It gives presses at the Treasury De-
partment the orders to print checks that
amount to 23 percent of all federal-spending.
In the coming year the-system will trigger
about $170 billion worth of -benefits for 50
million people—recipients of benefits from
Soclal Security® huge retirement and dis-
abllity insurance programs and clients of
Medicare and the Supplemental S8ecurity In-
come program for the blind, disabled and
aged. o
. ACCURACY GROWS c;uxcm :

Largely because of the haphazard, hurried
way those programs were computerized and -

.because of increasingly severe personnel

problems in the five-acre computer complex
at Woodlawn, the matter of whether those
checks are sent out on time, to the right
people, in the right amounts, is becoming

- increasingly chancy. O

Here are some :of the specific problems
Soclal Security is facing: e

Congress’s General Accounting Office is in-
vestigating reports of 46 acts of “apparent
vandalism” by employees at the computer
complex. The reports, compiled by Social
Security managers since February 1977, tell
of memory discs being . intentionally
scratched, of tapes containing beneficlary -
information being thrown in the trash and
of various damage to computer machinery,
including one large computer disc-drive unit
that someone urinated on.

The inspector general of the Department
of Health and Human BServices is investi-
gating more than 8,000 cases where Soclal
Security benefits are belng sent to people
who have been dead for at least two years,
The investigation, called Project Specter, is
beinig carried out by matching Soclal Secu-
rity tapes against Medicare tapes.

A “suspense file” containing wage infore
mation that the computers were unable to
match with people’s benefit records has now
grown to 167 million wage records totaling

$69 billlon. The records, many of which are

complicated by misspelled names and erro-
neous Social Security numbers, date back to
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1937. Although Soclal Security officials note
that this gap is & tiny fraction of the $9.7
trillion in wages recorded by the system over
the years, GAO investigators and congres-
sjonal leaders do not view the problem a8
smadl.

RACE WON BY 168 HOURS

The declining state of the Social Security
computer system—a network of 16 big com-
puters fed by more than 500,000 tapes was
highlighted last July when the agency came
within 18 hours of missing the deadline for
{ssuing Social Security checks with new cost-

. of-11ving increases. )

“We had people on call 24 hours a 4ay
and they were in here 16 to 18 hours a day,”
says John Wicklein, head of computer oper-
ations at the agency. What was needed was
fairly simple: The space for numbers on the
checks had to be increased from five digits
. to six digits to accommodate checks that
“ could now go, in rare cases, into the thou-
sands of dollars.

‘But that meant that 600 computer pro-
grams had to be changed. And that was, in
many cases, extremely difficult. Many of the
programs had been developed hurriedly and
then repeatedly changed without any writ-
ten notation of their formulas. There were
fixes upon fises upon fixes, agglomerating

" like s0 many electronic barnacles.

-The effort to go to the sixth digit had
begun in February and ultimately absorbed
20,000 man-hours of programmers’ work plus
2,500 hours of computer prooessing time, It
nearly collapsed in late 'June during an
unusual, three-week spate of thunderstorms
around Woodlawn, & suburb of Baltimore.
“When lightning knocks out the power, the
data in the machine is lost and you have to
restart . the entire program,” Mr, Wicklein
explains.

The Social Security agency, which had
never come that close to missing a deadline,
was prepared to meet this one by simply re-
running the June payment tepes, thereby
shortchanging some 30.7 million beneficiar-
fes. But that drastic step was avoided. The

" checks, increases included, went out on time
although the amounts sent to Mrs. Branch

and at least one other beneficiary were.

rather odd.

Needless to say, nobody is happy with the
current situation of the computer system.
“You can’t change it, you can't maintain 1t
and you can’t hire people to work on it,”
grumbled John A. Svahn, Social Security’s
new commissioner, in recent testimony be-
fore Congress.

It wasn’t always that way. The electronic
age for Soclal Security began in the early
19608 when executives from companies like

Prudential Insurance Co. and General Mo- .

tors came to Woodlawn to marvel at the as-
semblage of new IBM machines, whirring
away in their air-conditioned. hanear-like
rooms. In those days, the Social Security
computer system was. considered the best
available.

Somewhere ln those early years, though,
the system became frozen. It was a phenom-
enon that nobody couid put a finger on until

. the early 1970s when Social Security officlals

defined it as a hardware problem. What was .

needed, they concluded, was a new computer
buflding filled with newer, more sophisticated
TBM machines.

Congeress accepted the bullding proposal—
the bullding is being completed—but a House
committee balked at a new all-IBM installa-

_tion. A nlan was devised to split the computer
system into seven sections so that other com-
panies could bid on the new eauipment. (No-
final decislon has been reached. At first, at
any rate. the old computers will go into the

' new building.)

Meanwhtile, the susvicion grew in the Office
of Management and Budeet that the oroblem
really wasn't fust & hardware problem. Some-
thing had to be done, too, to straighten out
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the software, the programming of the com-
puters, In 1979 the Carter administration
rounded up two top computer experts, Jan
‘Prokop from the Commerce Department and
Rhoda R. Mancher from the White House and
sent them to Woodiawn to take charge. Mr.
Prokep tock over as head of 8Soclal Becurity
computer operations, the post held now by
Mr. Wicklein, and ‘Mrs. Mancher became his
chief assistant.

Appropriations for new software have been
sought. But Mr. Prokop decided that it really

‘wasn't just a software and hardware prob-

lem, either: It was more of & people problem.

Many of his best managers and technicians

were quickly siphoned off by private industry,

leaving from 10% to 50% of his supervisory -

slots vacant at any given time. And Social
Security's in-house training staff did not con-
tain ‘experts in modern computer systems.
S0 Mr. Prokop found his people learning
more and more about 20-year-old techniques
and prooesses that were becoming less and
less useful. .

And some people, he found, were out to
Qestroy or defraud the system. Ticking off 8
number of “cases of willful and malicious
mischief” during an appearance before the
House Government Operations Committee,
Mr. Prokop sald that morale in the com-
puter center was extraordinarily low, partly
because of a series of never-compieted reor-
ganizations that left & number-of peopie not
knowing what their jobs were. There was
also strong resentment of his efforts to bring
fn outside experts.

Mr. Prokop and Mrs. Mancher are quick
to point out that many of the workers at the
ocomputer center are dedicated to “getting
the checks.out’ and work long hours under
often-frustrating deadlines.

‘But there are also some who kick the
plugs of operating computer equipment out
of wall sockets and turn off air-conditioning
systems, causmg valuable machinery to
overheat. .

For Mrs. Mancher, who ran the part of
the operation that makes benefit calcula-
tions and assigns Social Security numbers,
the constant threat of sabotage made her
job impossible. She resigned in June 1980 &
few weeks after & Baltimore television sta-
tion got an anonymous threat that the com-

puter program tapes at Woodlawn would be-

destroyed.

That threat meant, according to Mrs.
Mancher, that she and two skilled supervi-
sors had to meake copies of the major pro-
gram tapes and hide them every night. In
the morning they would compare the copies
with the tapes running, K the computers to
make sure that the lttle magnetic marks
controlling one of the government’s most
vital and basic functions had not been tamp-
ered with.

It was a rough few weeks. And Mrs.
Mancher and Mr. Prokop couldn‘’t watch
everything. For example, there was the time
in February 1980 when Janet Elizabeth Bart-
lee. Blair, a 20-year-old benefits authorizer
at Woodlawn, was accused of authorizing

$500,000 worth of disability checks for non-'

existent beneficiaries. Her fraud, caught only
when a sharp-eyed Philadelphia banker
spotted the strange accumulation of checks,
resulted 1n 10 years in federal prison.

It also resulted in a growing feeling
among federal investigators that not all the
gittches 1n the system are accidental. Ace

cording to a Social Security spokesman;’

among the 8,000 instances of benefit checks
being sent to dead people, there s “a small
p of cases which have some features
that could indicate employe involvement.”
Both Mr. Prokop and Mrs. Mancher agree
that ultimately the Social Secirity computer
system may have to be contracted out to a

-private company that can understand and

support large computer operations:
. N

Meanwhile, the latest temporary fix e
repair for the gliteh in the Madcap program
that gave Mrs. Branch her $9,281.00 check
instead of one for $202.60-—wliil. be tn piace
by mid-October. The error is believed to be
& rare malfunction in that program, waich

Qeals with only b perecent of Social Security -

recipients. So far, according to a spokesman,
only one other check of thaf\ sizo has been
returned to the agency.

Soclal Security - would, however. welceme
reports of any others. .

[From the Wasmngm Post, Oct. 18, 1081)
8SA CoMPUTER: MANY CHECKS, NO BALANCES
¢ {By Paul Taylor)

There are times, and this i1s one of them.
when the Soclal Security Administration
seems to be in a race with fteelf to deter-
mine whicth way it will self-destruct: by
bankruptcy or compiter collapse.

The bankruptcy ecenarto is familiar to any
reader of the dally papers. The computers
horrors are just as real end embedded in a
machine that 13 massive, intricate and ever-
expanding. But even the experts who oper~
ate the computer cannot always control 1it.

“Yon can‘t maintaim it, you can’t changa

1t and you can‘t hire people to work on it,”
iaments John A. Svahn, the new commis-
sioner at S8A, who hes made overkaul of the

computer system his top priortty.
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“The mere mention of the system 13 gussr- .

anteed to provoke gales of laughter and

bouts of knee-slapping among people in the’

computer sclence field,” says Jan Prokop, &
computer sclentist who eerved, as essoclate

commissioner for systems at S3A in 1979 -

and 1980.

86 far, the computer system has not fal-
tered to the point the agency has been un-
able to meet its primary charge of getting
checks to 3 million beneficiaries by the third
of each month. But there 18 50 much the
computer cannot do or does badly. Some
examples: . -

Just to implement the normasl cost-of-ilv-
ing increases this year, SSA's computer pro-
grammers had to spend 20,000 hours feed-
ing dats into computers that whirred day
and night for mearly four months. With e
less unwieldly system, sald Svahn, that kind
of operation could hsve been completed In
two or three days.

The task of removing certaln reclplents of
the so-called minimum’ benefit- from the
SSA rolls, as Congress mandated this sum-
mer, 18 going to be tackled manually be-

‘cause, “just to figure out how to make our

camputers do 1t would tske 18 months,” in
the words of Svatin. The manual process will
take six months and cost $150 million. In-
cidentally, midway through the process, Con-
gress and the president are expected to re-
store the benefit.

The computer backlog at the SSA is euch

. that 1t can take months or .years—in one

case, it took 15 years—before the SSA dis-
covers that & beneficlary has died, moved,
fost & spouse, or undergone any of the other
changes that call for some alteration in the
benefit check. Moreover, the SSA has fallen

" a8 far as three years behind in stmply record-

ing the retirement contributiens of militons
of American workers. .
!ttakesﬁmarartechnologywcumem
such @ sorTy pass. Twenty years ago-at the
8SA, the software system-—the manner in
which instructions are fed into the ocom-
puters—was among the most sdvaneed. But

voverﬂleyears.nsthedemmonthe!y&-

tem wmulttoied, the S5A responded o
throwine more and bdigrer comvuters at, t.he

problem.”. says ‘Svatm. without nverhmmng_ .

the software syetem to keep pace.

- The resuit 15 & crazy-ouilt, slap-dosh not-
work of ‘76 different software systums that
incorporate & variety of technologies span-

’
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ning from the 1880s to the 1980s. “It's sort of

..like you started with a log cabin, then you

added on a wing made of framing lumber,

. then another made of brick and anothar
" made of glass,” said one systems auditor who
asked not to be identified. “After a while, it
gets kind of hard to find your way around.”

Worse, the architects of these variovus addi-
tions often failed to leave blueprints behind
“The documentation has been terrible.” said
Svahn, who recently had to borrow a com-~
puter expert who had left 8SA for private
industry because he was the only one who
understood the system he had .designed.

Experts and watchdogs have been aware of
the SSA's computer problems for years. The
General Accounting Office has issued 32 sep-
arate reports since 1974. The Department of
Health-and Human Bervices has its own re-
view under way, as does SSA and the Gov-
ernment Operations Committee on the House
of Representatives.

But alas, the experts don't always agree.
In /1970, after 31 years of study, the SSA
cdme up with a “Future Systems Plan’ that
supposedly would be the plan to end all
plans, the road map fo! the next decade.
Within months, a new team came in to head
88A, and they ditched the plan. .

" Most students of the problem agree that
people are at the heart of the computer mess.
S8SA has had a history of hiring its computer

- sppecialists from within. and Prokop notes
that by doing so, SSA has cut itself off from
the best minds in the computer fleld.

Upgrading the technical aspects of (ne
system without bringing in new beople to
work on it would be, Prokop says, like "‘glving
an aircraft to an apprentice chauffeur.” Of
course, recruitment is made difficult by the
‘mote attractive salaries in the private sector.

Svahn is busily working on his own plan to
address these long-term problems, but. mean-
while there are more immediate concerns.

The SSA is moving its entire computer
operation from its headquarters in Wood-
lawn, outside of Baltimore, to a new building
s mile away. Svahn says the new building
“looks nicer” than the old one. but worries
that it will be outdated by the time the move
is completed next year. N
_ On the other hand, there is this silver lin-
ing: With a state-of-the-art uninterrupted

 power supply at the new building, “we won't

~have to worry any more about a good stiff

" thunderstorm knocking out our computers
for a couple of hours.” That's been another
problem. - :

Mr. PELL. In my view, these are ex-
amples of quality control and efficiency
problems that are swiftly dealt with
in private fndustry. These inaccuracies
must not and cannot be ignored when
thev occur in one of our most imvortant
-public programs. The social security sys-
.tem has always had an excellent ad-
ministrative track record. It is for this
reason, in addition to the American peo-

- ple’s reliance on social security, that any
cases of declining effictency in this pro-
gram ought to be nipped in the bud. If
Congress ignores the reports of reduced
productivity and mechanical inefficiency
within the system, our citizens will be-
come very concerned about the ability
'of ‘the system to continue to process an
increasing number of claims over the
long run. - :

The social security system ought to
have the best managers, the latest com=
puter capacity .and the most up-to-date
technology in order to maintain the high
standards- that have always existed in
the administration of this program.

It is for this reason, Madam President,
that I am offering an amendment today
tha't would direct the ‘General Accounte

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ing Office to undertake a comprehensive
review and assessment of the manage-
ment efficiency, employee productivity
and technical capacity of the Social
Security Administration and report the
results of its findings to Congress no
later than 6 months after the enact-
ment of the current social security
legislation,

I want to make it clear, however,
Madam President, that it is not my

. intent to have the General Accounting -

Office In any way inhibit the social se-
curity system from putting its own house
in order. I believe that the recent re-
ports about quality control problems
that exist in many areas within the social

security system merit an outside review.,

However, any improvement that could
be made from within the agency itself
would be welcomed.

I understand that this amendment has
been discussed with the majority and
the minority and I hope that it will he
accepted. .

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I have
discussed the amendment with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island
and also with the Senator from New
York (Mr. MovNIHAN). I have not had a
chance to discuss it with the Senator
from Hawaii.

The Senator from Kansas has no ob-
jection to the amendment. It would seem
to make a great deal of sense. I would
urge its adoption and will do what I can,
28 chairman of the committee, to urge
the GAO to move very quickly because,
as the Senator from Rhode Island has
indicated, there have been recent press
reports that are a little disturbing. The
American people are a little bit concerned
about this system, in any event. This
might reassure some of those people that
they know that we have done everything
possible to make certain that the man-
agement Is efficient and productive and
that we are doing the very things that
are in the amendment.

I certainly am willing to accept the
amendment. :

Mr. PELL. The amendment, as you
know, calls for a study to be prepared
within a 6-month period.

Mr. DOLE. I might say to the Senator
from Rhode Island, if, in fact, the task
force is appointed, this study will be
available to the task forcé, depending on
the reporting date, and it might be very
helpful to them. :

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Madam President,
we have no objection on the minority
side. As a matter of fact, I deem it to be
8 very meritorious amendment. One of
the biggest complaints I have heard over
the years that I have been in Congress
has been the delay in the issuance of
checks to those who have qualified for
socfal security benefits. This amendment
will definitely tend toward -elimination
of that problem. We heartily endorse the
amendment.

Mr. PELL. I thank my colleagues very
much indeed. . ‘

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate? If not, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment of the

Sex_mt.or from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL).
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- The amendment (UP No, 480) was .
agreed to.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 478

Mr, DOLE. Madam President, what s
the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion recurs on the amendment of the
Senator from South Dakota,

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I have
discussed this amendment, to some ex-
tent, with the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota, Senator PRESSLER, I
have also discussed the amendment with
members of the Finance Committee staff,
the Soclal Security Administration staff,
and others. .

I want to make several points clear
about the amendment offered by the
Senator from South Dakota. As I under-
stand his amendment,. it would not pre-
vent Congress at some later date from
making a shift in the date when the cost-
of-living increase would be made for s0-
cial security recipients or making a
change in the cost-of-living adjustment
formula. That is the way the Senator
from Kansas interprets the amendment.
I think that was the way it was inter-
preted by the Senator from South Da-
kota. If, in fact, the Senator from South
Dakota does disagree, perhaps he could
indicate that.

I would also like to make clear that the

" Pressler amendment would not affect the

minimum benefit changes included in
this bill. We are In the process of re-
storing the minimum benefit to 90 to 95
percent of the eligible recipients.

I might add that it is, in fact, the
Presiding Officer's amendment. I am
pleased that she is present at this time.
We are considering the restoration of the
minimum ‘-benefit because, by and large,
it is patterned after an amendment that
she suggested. I understand she will be
speaking to that later today,

So it would not affect any minimum
benefit changes included in this bill or
future reductions in the student benefits
enacted as part of the Reconciliation Act.

Moreover, I would like to make it clear
that the amendment would not preclude
Congress from enacting changes in social
security benefits that apply on a pros-
pective basis; that is, changes that

-would not reduce the dollar amount of

benefits currently received by the recipi-
ents. I think that is clear in the amend-
ment, but, as a matter of legislative his-
tory, I would point out that this is &
sense-of-the-Congress resolution. I can
understand the concern of the Senator
from South Dakota; what he is con-
cerned about is that somebody getting
$200 a month this month would have
that amount reduced to a lesser figure
the next month. I have no quarrel with
that. I can understand the feelings of
his constituents in South Dakota. I think
he has performed a valuable service in
offering the amendment.

The only qualification the Senator
from Kansas would have is that we do
not want to lock ourselves into a posi- -
tion. In the event that we continue to
find the svstem in trouble and the trust
funds, particularly the OASI trust fund,
in deeper difficulty, we may have to make
some changes. That has been the thrust
of the debate so far today, that Congress -.
must, sooner or later—and generally,
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with Congress, it is later, although it
should be sooner. We must face up to
our responsihilities. and address the sol-
vency in the long term of the social secu-
rity trust fund. Then we can assure the
present beneflciaries, and the 115 mil-
lion Americans, who are working and
paying into this system, that when they
vetire there is going to be a benefit there,.
" But I see nothing in this amendment
that would prevent us from doing what
. I8 necessary to make certain that the
fund does survive and that we are able
-to make the benefit bayments. That is
certainly in line with the intention of
the Senator from South Dakota, as I
have discussed it with him.

80, on that basis, the Senator from
. Kansas iIs certainly willing to accept the
amendment. It is my understanding that
the Senator from South Dakota would
like a rollcall on the amendment. If that
13 the case, then I would hope that we
could ask for the yeas and nays, set the
amendment aside and call it up tomor-
row at some appropriate time and have
the vote.

I think that meets the concerns of the
manager on the Democratic side. Is that
. correct? . :

- Mr. MATSUNAGA. Madam President,
we have no objections to setting aside
the vote until a later time.

As I understand the amendment, it is
merely to express the sense of the Con-
‘gress, and it would not be absolutely
binding on the Congress in any event.
While this is a fine amendment, as far
as I am concerned, and we do fully en-
dorse it on this side of the aisle also,
& question would arise as to the effect
of the amendment in the event that the

Congress should subsequently decide to -

reduce benefits. That is a question which
might be raised as to the binding effect
of the resolution being offered as an
amendment. .

I would take it from the statements
made by the chairman, the Senator from
Kansas, having discussed the matter
with the author of the amendment, that
this s merely an expression of the sense
.0f the Congress and not something which
‘would be binding to the effect that it
may interfere with actions of the Sen-
ate which may be necessary in the future.

Mr. DOLE. If the Senator from Hawulii
will vield, that is the understanding of
this Senator. In my discussion with the
Senator from South Dakota. I believe
he wants to underscore that it is the
present intention of this Congress not
to cut benefits for current beneficiaries.
I think everyone is in agreement with
that basic idea. It is also hopefully the
intention of this present Congress to
come to grips with the serious problems
of social security. I am not so hopeiul
. on that.

I do not criticize the Congress because
so far the system has worked fairly well
and everyone has received their benefits.
But I_suggest, based on statements by
nearly everyone, regardless of party, re-
gardless of philosophy, that we need to
do something to shore up the system,
not just in a short run, which we are
doing today, but aiso in the long run,
and very quickly. This will not be easy
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because it is such an emotional, contro-
versial, sometimes political issue.

It frightens Members of Congress. 1
might add, for someone to go -on tele
vision, whoever it might. be, Republican,
Democrat, or someone else, saying, “Con-
gress is about to cut your benefits.” That
immediately creates a lot of well-founded
concern among beneficiaries, But I think
it is fair to say that we have a grave
responsibility. To this Senator, about the
most inefficient and dangerous way we
can serve present and future benefici-
aries is to do nothing.

That is the point made by the Sena-

tor from Hawalii, as I understand it. The
amendment is not binding. It does ex-
press the concern of the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota. I do not
quarrel with that concern, but there is
a larger problem out there, or could be
in the foreseeable future, that we may
have to address. If that is the case, then
we would have to override even a sense-
o0f-the-Senate resolution.
- Mr. MATSUNAGA. Madam President.
in fact, I agree with- the amendment to
the extent that I even ask. unanimous
consent that I be included as a cospon-
sor of the amendment.

Mr. PRESSLER. I am very honored.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. :

Mr. MATSUNAGA. We have no obje~
tion to the amendment. .

Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, 1.
_ask for the veas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
& sufficient second? There is not a suffi
cient second.’ . )

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clevl
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to coli
the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order far
the quorum call be rescinded.

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. .

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I re
new the request for the yeas and nays on
the Pressler amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a. sufficient
second. ~

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I sug-
gest the Pressler amendment now be
temporarily laid aside so other Members
may offer amendments, hopefully.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
© Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The cleck
will call the roll. . )

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
PRESSLER) ,
ordered.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I

rise to speak to the fact that I believe
the Finance Committee has done a very

(Mr.
Without objeqtlon, it is so
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difficult and, in many ways, extraordi-
nary job, in putting together some leg-"
islation which will give us some time to
address the longer-range issues that we
must face regarding social security.

Mr. President, few Federal programs
can approach social security in terms
of the number of lives they touch. In ad-
dition to the 35 million Americans who
directly benefit from it, countless more
look to it as a future source of support
for themselves and their families.

It therefore comes as no surprise taat
the financial problems now plaguing the
system are viewed with more than casual
interest. The financing package before
the Senate today addresses two of the
concerns most frequently expressed to
me by my constituents.

First, it reallocates the percentages of
the payroll tax assigned to each of the
three social security trust funds and per-
mits borrowing between the old age and
survivors insurance (OASI) and the dis-
ability insurance (DI) trust funds. In
the absence of these actions, it is esti-
mated that the OASI trust fund reserves
would fall below the level necessary to
pay benefits at some point in 1982. Thus.
these corrective steps deal with the im-
mediate cash fiow problem facing the
system. c

Second, this measure partially restores
the minimum benefit to current recip-
ients. Taking an approach which I pro-
posed in July, the legislation: considers
the availability for other pension income
in determining eligibility for the mini-
mum benefit. Approxmately 85 percent
of current minimum benefit recipients
will continue to receive it. Thus, we will
avoid the situation of forcing older per-
sons—largely women—onto welfare rolls
for the first time in their lives. At the
same time, we assure that those with
adequate outside resources do not con-
tinue to receive overly generous benefits
from a financially strapped system. The

" trust fund savings which are forgone as

a result of this action would be made
up by extending the social security pay-
roll tax to the first 6 months of sick pay
and by lowering the maximum family
benefit for OASI recipients.

Although these steps are certainly
important ones, they fall short of dealing
with a third major concern; namely, the
long-term solvency of the soctal security
system. Merely juggling accounts will not
be sufficient to guarantee the availability
of benefits at a time when the ratio of
retired to active workers is much less
favorable to system finances than is the
case today. The American public is well
aware of this situation, as evidenced by
the declining confidence. of younger

workers that any social security benefits

will be available to them
retire. )

The measure before us today buys us
some time to truly come to grips with the
most serious problems facing social secu-~
rity. We have the opportunity to consider
long-term solutions outside the crisis
atmosphere which has characterized re-
cent debate of the issue. It is absolutely
essential that we begin now to develop a
schedule for implementing the changes-
needed to assure’ support for future re-

when they
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tirees. We would do a disservice to those
reaching retirement age after the turn
of the century by postponing action until
the trust funds are all but depleted.
Providing younger workers with a clear
idea of what they can expect from social
security will allow them to make retire-
ment plans without the fear that those
plans will be disrupted only a few months
hefore their actual retirement.

We now have the chance to offer the
leadtime needed to make orderly plans

for the future. I applaud the decision of

the President to form a task force ex-
pressly for this purpose. It is my hope
thut the recommendations of this group

will move us away from the crisis-to--

crisis approach toward social security
financing, restoring confidence in a sys-
tem which has served as an important
source of support to generations of
Americans.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague from Kansas. As I indicated
earlier, the minimum benefit provision
came substantially from a bill authored
by my colleague from Kansas, and the
provision now in the committee amend-
ment, with one minor exception, is due
to her efforts in large part.

I am certain that the 2.7 million Amer-
icans, when they have this restoration,
may not understand the genesis of the
action, but I indicate for the record that
the final committee package contains the
amendment authored by my distin-
guished colleague (Mrs. KASSEBAUM).

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Phe clerk
.will call the roll. - '

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
KassesaUM). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President
the Finance Committee amendment to
H.R. 4331 restores the minimum benefit
for all U.S. recipients eligible for bene-

.. fits before November 1981. It also pro-

‘vides a dollar-for-dollar offset of the
minimum benefits of persons receiving a
pension from Government employment
not covered by social security. In order
that recipients may continue to receive
their benefits in a timely manner, the
-amendment also allows borrowing
among the three trust funds and man-
dates a reallocation of the payroll among
the three trust funds so that the OASI
fund receives a greater portion of the
payroll tax. Finally, in order to offset
the cost of partially restoring the mini-
mum benefit to current recipients the
amendment extends the disability maxi-
mum family benefit to retirement and
survivor cases and extends the socia} se-
curity payroll tax to the first 6 months
of sick pay.

I believe that the Finance Committee
amendment is more notable for what it
does not do than for what it does. In the
short term. it does not provide a prudent
level of reserves. In other words, even if
our best guess at the performance of the
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economy in the next several years turns
out to be correct. the trust funds will not
build up . enough reserves to cushion
against a simple downturn in the busi-
ness cycle. The amendment also does
not address the long-term deficit of $1.6
trillion. For the second time in as many
years, we are using the trust funds to
buy time.

As the Finance Committee considered
social security’s financial difficulties it
became clear to me that some very basic
differences exist among members of the
committee. We had difficulty in agreeing
on which set of economic assumptions
to use, which led us, in turn, to disagree
on the extent of the short-term financial
difficulty. We could not agree on what
constitutes a prudent level of reserves.
We even disagreed on the nature of the
retirement fund. So, what we finally
agreed to do was to disagree. That is the
nature of the committee amendment; it
is an agreement to disagree. The more 1
think about it, the more I think we Re-
publicans on the Finance Committee
made a mistake in not moving ahead on
a social security reform proposal.

As we all know, retirees’ benefits un-
der social security are paid for by work-
ers and employers in the form of a pay-
roll tax. Put another way, a substantial
portion of pension income in this coun-
try is dependent upon the willingness of
workers -and employers to continue to
support the social security system. I an
concerned, therefore, when I read that
73 percent of all workers between the
ages of 25 and 40 have little or no faith
that funds will be available to pay their
benefits when they retire.

Over half of those same workers are
taxed more heavily by the social security
payroll tax than they are by the Federal
income tax. And yet, at a time when we
are reducing the income tax burden, the
payroll tax burden is expected to In-
crease Substantially. I am not certain
how much longer American workers, in
the absence of decisive action by Con-
gress to bring about social security re-
form, will allow themselves to be taxed
to support retired Americans.

We cannot agree to disagree forever.
Social security’s problem will not o
away if we put them off. We cannot wish
them away. Because social security is a
sensitive issue, I hope that Republican
and Democratic Members can reach a
bipartisan solution. But, when push
comes to shove, leadership must come
from this side of the aisle. If there is dis-
agreement, so be it. If social security is
used against ys. so be it. Our respon-
sibility as the majority party is clear.
Whatever the consequences, we must
thrash out social security reform and we
must do it soon.

I am a political realist. I voted to re-
port this amendment from the Finance

- Committee because I realize that it is the

only way we are going to be able to make
pavments next year on a timely basis.
Despite my reservations, I intend to vote
for adoption of this amendment when it
comes to the fioor of the Senate.
However, in no way would I like this
to be interpreted as meaning that this
Senator feels that a solution has been
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found to the social security problem.
On the contrary, we may even be putting
off the day of reckoning to a time when
we must enact a solution that will not be
as sound as a solution that we might en-
act now.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. LONG. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
obiection. it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG. Madam President, earlier
this vear, the administration pronosed
eliminating the social security minimum
benefit not onlv for future beneficiaries
but also for those already on the henefit
rolls. Althouch I supported the Presi-
dent’s overall efforts to reduce Federal
scending, I considered this proposal to
be unwise and inappropriate. I did not
believe it was either necessary or desir-
able to cut benefits for people who have
already been getting these payments for
many years, many of who are verv old. I
offered and supported amendments in
committee and on the fioor to restore
that benefit. I was unsuccessful at the
time. but I felt certain that the decision
to cut those benefits would ultimatelv be
reversed. I am pleased that the adminis-
tration and the Pinance Committee have
now recognized that we should not be
cutting these benefits. The amendment
from the committee does not go cuite as
far as I had previously recommended in
restoring benefits for those now on the
rolls. but it does go most of the wav
toward achieving that objective and 1
hore the Senate will aporove it.

The committee amendment will restore
the‘minimum benefit without undermin-
ing the budgetary situation or the situ-
ation in the trust fund. It does this bv
incorporating other changes which
achieve offsetting savines but which do
not adversely affect the benefits of peo-
ple alreadv on the benefit rolls.

The committee amendment also in-
cludes provisions for transferring funds
among the three trust funds supported
by the social security payroll tax. This
reallocation is necessary to assure that
benefits can continue to be made until
the Congress and the administration are
able to determine what additional ac-
tions mav be necessarv to strengthen the
funding of the social security pro<ram.
These programs are highlv sensitive to
economic changes. Conseauentlv. what
and how much will need'to be done in the
next few years will depend stronglv on
how well the economy responds to the
present economic program. Adopting the
committee provision will allow us to act
after we have had a chance to see how
that economic response Is developing.

I believe the Finance Committee
amendment addresses the immediate
need to restore the minimum benefit and
to assure that the funds can continue to

“meet their obligations over the near

term. I urge approval of the bill before
the Senate.
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AMENDMENT NO. 582

(Purpose: To provide for a special statement
of requests for new budget authority, esti-
mates of outlays and revenues. and esti-
mates of deficits or surplus for the Federal
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund, the Federal Disability Insurance
Trust Fund, and the Federal Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund)

Mr. EAGLETON. Madam President, I
call up my printed amendment numbered
582.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legieslative clerk read as
follows:

‘The Senator from Missourl (Mr. EAGLETON)
proposes an amendment numbered 582.

Mr. EAGLETON. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill insert
the following:

SEC. . SEPARATE ACCOUNTING FOR SoC1AL SE-
curiry TRUST FUnDS

For each fiscal year beginning after Sep-
tember 30, 1982, the President shall transmit
to the Congress, at the time he transmits the
Budget under subsection (a) of section 201
of the Budget and Accounting Act. 1921. and
at the time he submits the midyear amend-
ments and revisions of such Budget under
subsection (g) of such section. & special
statement summarizing requests for new
budget authority. estimates of outlays and
revenues, and estimates of deficit or surplus
(stated both separately and in the aggregate)
for the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insur-
ance Fund. the Federal Disability Insurance
Trust Fund, and the Federal Hospital Insur-
ance Trust Fund. The special statement re-
quired by this section shall include & com-
parative summary of the aggregate total re=-
quests for new budget authority. estimates
of outlays and activities of the Government
(other than such Trust Funds). Such spe-
cial statement shall also include an explana-
tion and analysis of the economic assumpe-
tions on which the requests and estimates for
such Trust Funds and the requests and esti-
mates for such other function of the Gove
ernment are based.

(b) The special analysis required by this
section shall be transmitted to the Congress
in a separate volume from the Budget of the
United States or the midyear amendments
l:;nd revisions of such Budget. as the case may

e.

Mr. EAGLETON. Madam President,
this amendment is identical to one I of-
fered to the Economic Recovery Tax Act
and which was adopted by the Senate on
a roll call vote of 97 to 2. Unfortunately,
the provision was dropped in conference.
I believe it is needed to reassure the pub-
lic as to the integrity of social security
financing—and perhaps other trust fund
financing as well—from our delibera=-
tions on the rest of the budget. I know all
the arguments in support of the unified
budget. But, I also know that more and
more Americans are coming to doubt
that the benefits they are paying for and
being taxed for will be there when they
retire. Somehow, we have to assure the
public that. social security will not be~
come & political football.

One way to do that, without doing vio-

ence to the unified budget concept at

e same time, would be to require that
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any proposal affecting social security
revenues or expenditures be the subject
of a separate reconciliation bill, sepa-
rately voted on. Lreserve the right to of-
fer such an amendment at another time.

The parliamentary situation - being
what it is today, however, I will content
myself with the modest amendment now
at the desk.

Very simply, the amendment requires
a factual report which will contrast the
revenues, expenditures, and surplus or
deficit situation of the social security
trusts with that for all other functions
and activities of Government. Most im-
portant, the amendment requires &
statement and explanation of the eco-
nomic assumptions behind the numbers.
I believe that if we are going to have a
unified budget, we should have a unified
set of economic assumptions behind it,
and not one set for social security and a
completely different set for other parts
of the budget. By highlighting the facts,
this report may move us toward basic
consistency in this matter,

The President has called for a bipar-
tisan approach to the social security
problem, a sentiment I am sure all of us
endorse in principle. But, the fact is, we
will not be able to objectively discuss
solutions until we can first agree on a
common set of numbers and assumptions
as to the magnitude and duration of the
problem.

For all its merits as a tool in elevating
the impact of Federal activities on the
economy, the unified budget does create
confusion about the extent to which so-
cial security trust funds are separated
from other budget revenues and ex-
penditures. Since the Inception of the
unified budget in fiscal year 1969 there
have been charges that unnecessary
trust fund surpluses were being—engi-
neered to disguise the true deficit in
other parts of the budget. That same
charge is being made today with regard
to the social security system. So long as
that- dispute continues, there is little
prospect for bipartisanship on this issue.

Most of the information which this
amendment would cause to be assem-
bled in a single and separate report is
already available, but scattered through-
out the budget and reports of the social
security trustees. The objective is to
bring this information together in one
place and to require, in the same place, a
full explanation of the economic assump-
tions involved. The amendment in no
way changes the present unified budget
process. It merely adds a new element
which should help explain the condition
and interrelationship of social security
and other Federal funds.

By itself, this amendment will resolve
none of the substantive problems with
the social security system. But, it would
be a small step toward clarifying basic
facts and assuring the public that social
security will not become a political foot-
ball.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, as the
Scnator from Missouri correctly indi-

cates, this amendment did pass by a 97--

to-2 vote earlier, and it was discussed in
conference. It was the feeling at that
time that the amendment, although well
intentioned, would simply require more
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paperwork. We were not certain whether
it would tell us more than we already
Know.

The unified budget ard the midsession
review, to my understanding, already
contain reports on the trust funds and
unified budget as 2 whole.

In addition, the Board of Trustees in
its annual report publishes the financial
status of the trust funds and includes
current estimates of the shortrun and
longrun actuarial balances in each fund.

In 1981 the trustees’ report did, in fact,
set forth the economic assumptions un-
derlying the projections and provided a
means of camparing those assumptions
with the administraion’s budget as-
sumptions.

Notwithstanding that, I will say to the
Senator from Missouri, I believe the
amendment offered by the Senator
would be helpful. I am certainly willing
to try it again on the House side. If it
is satisfactory with the distinguished
Senator from Louiciana, if he is prepared
to accept the amendment, I will do the
best we can in conference.

Mr. EAGLETON. Madam President, it
is perfectly acceptable to me. I am grate-
ful for the comments of the Senator
from Kansas and the tacit acquiescence
of the Senator from Louisiana. and I
hope we can prevail once this bill goes
to conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Missouri.

The amendment (No. 582) was agreed
to.
Mr. EAGLETON. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 581
(Purpose: To establish a trust fund which
is financed from revenues from the repeal
of section 602 of the Economic Recovery

Tax Act of 1981 and which is used as a

reserve for the social security trust fund,

and for other purposes)

Mr. EAGLETON. Madam President, 1
call up my amendment numbered 581.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be in or-
der, and the amendment of the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. PreEsster) will
be temporarily laid aside. )

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON)
proposes an amendment numbered 581.

Mr. EAGLETON. Madam President. 1
ask unanimous consent that further

reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

- objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

Viz: At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. . (a) Section 602 of the Economic¢
Recovery Tax Act of 1081 (relating to reduce
tion in tax imposed on newly discovered oil)
and the amendments made by such section
are hereby repealed.

(b) Title II of the Boclal Security Act is
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emended by Inserting after section 201 the
following new section:
“SOCIAL SECURITY RESERVE TRUST FUND

“Sec. 201A. (a) There is established In the
Treasury of the United States a trust fund to
be known as the Soclal Security Reserve
Trust Fund (hereinafter in this section re-
ferred to as the 'Trust Fund') which shall
consist of amounts transferred to the Trust
Fund under thlis section,

“(b)(1) The Secretary of the Treasury
shall transfer to the Trust Fund each fiscal
year An amount e€qual to the Increase in rev-
enues for such fiscal year which results from
the repeal of section 602 of the Economlc
Recovery Tax Act of 1981, except that the
aggregate amount appropriated to the Trust
Fund under this paragraph for all fiscal years
shall not exceed $50,000,000,000.

“(2) The amount required to be trans-
ferred under paragraph (1) shall be trans-
ferred to the Trust Fund by the Secretary of
the Treasury at least quarterly on the basis
of estimales mede by the Secretary. Proper
adiustment shall be made in the amounts
subsequently transferred to the extent prior
estimates were not equal to the amounts re-
culred to be transferred.

*{c) There Is created & body to be known
as the Board of Trustees of the Trust Fund
(herelnafter in this section called the ‘Board
of Trustees') the members, Managing Trus-
tee, and Secretary of which shall be the In-
dividuals serving as members. Managing
Trustee, and Secretary of the Board of Trus-
tees created under section 201(c). The Board
of Trustees shall meet at least once each cal-
endar year. Jt shall be the duty of the Board
of Trustees to—

*(1) hold the Trust Fund;

“(2) renort to the Concress not later than
the first day of April of each year on the
oneration and status of the Trust Fund dur-
ing the preceding fiscal vear and on its ex-
nected oneration and status during the next
five fiscal vears:

*(3) report immedlately to the Congress
whenever the Board of Trustees Is of the
opinion that the amount of the Trust Fund
{s undulv small: and

*(4) review the general policles followed

in managing the Trust Fund, and recom-
mend changes In such policles, including
necessary chanees in the provisions of the
law which govern the way in which the
Trust Fund is to be managed.
The report provided for In paragraph (2)
shall Include & statement of the assets of,
and the disbursements made from. the Trust
Fund during the preceding fiscal year, an
estimate of the expected payments to, and
disbursements from. the Trust Fund during
each of the next flve fiscal years, and &
statement of the actuarial status of the
Trust Fund. Such report shall be printed as
a House document of the session of the Con-
gress In which the report is made.

“(d) (1) (A) It shall be the duty of the
Managing Trustee to Invest such portion of
the Trust Fund as i3 not, in hls judgment.
required to meet current withdrawals, and
such lnvestments shall be made so as to
csecure the maximum possible interest yleld,
commensarate with the safety of the Trust
Fund. Such Investments may be made only
in‘interest-bearing obligations of the United
States or in obligations guaranteed as to
both principal and interest by the United
States. For such purpose such obligations
may be acquired (1) on original issue at the
issue price, or (11) by purchase of outstand-
ing obligations at the market price.

*(B) The purposes for which obligations
of the United States may be issued-under the
Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended, are
hereby extended to authorize the issuance
at par of public-debt obligations for pur-
chase by the Trust Fund. Such obligations
{ssued for purchase by the Trust Fund shall
liave maturities fixed with due regard for the
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needs of the Trust Fund and shall bear in-
terest at & rate equal to the average market
yield (computed by the Managing Trustes
on the basis of market quotations as of the
end Of the calendar month next preceding
the date of such Issue) on—

‘(1) all marketable interest-bearing obli-
gations of the United States then forming a
part of the public debt,

*“(i1) all marketable interest-bearing obli-
gations which are not obligations of the
United States but which are guaranteed as to
both principal and interest by the United
States. and

“(ii1) all marketable federally sponsored
agency interest-bearing obligations that are
designated In the laws authorizing thelr issu-
ance as lawful Investments for flduciary and
trust funds under the control and authority
of the United States or any cfficer of the
United States;

except that whiere such average market yleld
is not & multiple of one-eighth of 1 per
centum, the rate of interest of such obliga-
tions shall be the multiple of one-eighth of
1 per centum nearest such market yleld.

“(C) The Managing Trustee may purchase
other Interest-bearing obligations of the
United States or obligations guaranteed as to
both principal and interest by the United
States, on original issue or at the market
price, where he determines that such pur-
chase Is necessary to secure the maximum
possible interest yleld, commensurate with
the safety of the Trust Fund, and that such
purchase is In the public interest.

“(D) The Managing Trustee shall secure
such equipment and enlist the services of
such experts as may be necessary for the
purpose of allowing the Board to make In-
vestments which will secure the maximum
possible interest yleld.

*(2) Any obligations acquired by the Trust
Fund (except public-debt obligations issued
exclusively to the Trust Fund) may be sold
by tha Managing Trustee at the market
price, and such public-debt obligations may
be redeemed at par plus accrued interest.

*(3) The interest on, and the proceeds
from the sale or redemption of, any obliga-
tions held in the Trust Fund shall be cred-
{ted to and form a part of the Trust Fund.

“(e) The Secretary shall transfer, out of
any amounts in the Trust Fund, to the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund, the Federal Disability Insurance Trust
Fund. and the Federal Hospital Insurance
Fund such amounts as may be provided by
appropriation Acts.”.

(c) Subparagraph (B) of section 102(c) (1)
of the Crude Oll Windfall Profit Tax Act of
1980 1s amended—

(1) by striking out the period at the end
of clause (i1) and Inserting in lleu thereof
*, plus”, and

(2) by inserting imimediately after clause
(11) the following new clause:

“(111) any amount transferred to the Social
Security Reserve Trust Fund under section
201A(b) (1) of the Soclal Security Act.”.

(d) (1) Section 201 of the Social Security
Act 18 amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsection:

*“(1) There shall be transferred to the Fed-
era]l Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund and to the Federal Disabllity Insur-
ance Trust Fund such amounts as may be
appropriated for such purpose from the So-
cial Security Reserve Trust Fund.”.

{2) Section 1817 of the Social Security Act
is amended by addine at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(J) There shall be transferred to the
Trust Fund such ameunts 85 may be appro-
priated for such purpose from the Soclal
Security Reserve Trust Fund.”.

(e) (1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), the amendments made by this section
shall apply to fiscal years beginning after
September 30, 1981.
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(2) (A) Subsection (a) shall apply to all
taxable years and periods to which the pro-
vision repealed by subsection (a), and the
amendments made by such provision, would
have applied.

(B) The Internal Revenue Code of 1954
shall be applied and administered as if the

provision repealed by subsection (a), and’

the amendments made by such proviston,
had not been enacted.

Mr. EAGLETON. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the foliow-
ing Senators be added as cosponsors to
amendment No. 581: Senators Dopp, CaN-
NoN, METZENBAUM, and MITCHELL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. EAGLETON,. Madam President, so-
cial security faces its own “window of
vulnerability” (to use a favorite Reagan
phrase) as we embark on the unmarked
and potentially hazardous trail of Rea-
ganomics.

There is no problem with social security
finances in the period from the late
eighties through the year 2010. In fact,
through most of that time, the trust
funds should enjoy large surpluses.

According to the latest Congressional
Budget Office estimate, there is not even
a short-term problem assuming moder-
ate economic progress and authorization
of interfund borrowing. CBO projects
combined trust fund reserves will be
above 17 percent of yearly outlays
through 1990 and above 21 percent in 7
of those 10 years. The minimum accept-
able reserve according to most experts is
about 15 percent.

This CBO report is encouraging, but
not without a red flag. If the economy
should perform worse than CBO antici-
pates, then additional congressional ac-

tion could be required as early as fiscal

year 1985. If things should really go sour,
we could. be back here even sooner,

I do not know of many economists or
financial analysts who put a great deal
of stock in forecasts these days.

As a matter of fact, I read somewhere
that a lot of economists are copying
weathermen in assigning a degree of
probability to their forecasts. You know
what that is worth. How would you like
to be told you have a 40 percent prob-
ability of receiving your social security
check next year? :

The Reagan economic program has
never been tried before. There are no
guides, but there is plenty of apprehen-
sion about the inherent contradictions
involved in cutting taxes by $750 billion,
increasing defense to $1.6 trilllon and
trying at the same time to balance the
bludget and maintain a tight money sup-
ply.

I do not think we ought to leave the
social security system teetering on that
edge of uncertainty: We need some
greater margin of safety and security
than is provided by the otherwise com-
mendable bill before us.

Not long ago, I offered an amendment
to the debt ceiling bill which would have
repealed most of the special tax breaks
given the oil industry by the 1981 Tax
‘Act. The amendment provided for a

" transfer of that $33 billion to the social

security trusts where they would be held
as a reserve against unforeseen economic
adversity.

'
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That amendment was defeated, in part
I suspect, because of the concern of many
Members of the Senate about the burden
of the windfall tax on small royalty
owners and inderendent stripper well
producers.

Therefore, the amendment I am of-
fering today would leave the royalty
owners and stripper well provisions of
the Tax Act as they are.

The amendment I am offering today
repeals only the tax breaks given to so-
called newly discovered oil. It is esti-
mated that between 70 and 80 percent of
this oil is produced by the top 50 oil com-
panies for whom the tax break is a pleas~
ant, if gratuitous, bonanza.

By eliminating that totally unjustified
change in the windfall tax, we would add
an estimated $14.2 billion to the Treas-
ury through 1990. My amendment proe
poses, as it did before, to transfer these
funds to social security.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
showing these revenue gains be printed
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

Repeal of reduction in tax for newly dise
covered oll:

Revenue gain from Eagleton amendment

[In billfons of dollars}
Calendar year:
1981

. o!

QOBILILD s
OB ODD

w
Total revenue gain 1881 through
1990 e

Per estimates of the Joint Committee on
Taxation. '

(Mr. DURENBERGER assumed the
chair.)

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Delaware
(Mr. ROTH) reminded me in an earlier

debate, that there is nothing particularly -

original about my amendment, In fact,
it is a far more modest proposal than

an initiative he himself made when the -

windfall tax bill was before the Finance
Committee on October 19, 1979,

According to the Senator from Del-
aware his proposal would have used all of
the windfall revenue for social security.
The Roth amendment was defeated on a
10-to-10 tie, but-every Republican mem-
ker of the Finance Committee at that
time was recorded in favor of earmark-
ing windfall revenues for social security
including, I might note, the distinguished
floor manager (Mr. DoLE).

Notwithstanding that defeat, the
windfall bill reported by the committee
and passed by the Senate contained a
watered-down .version of the Roth pro-
posal. Specifically, it reserved $18.7 bil-
lion of the windfall revenues in a special
taxpayer trust fund for possible future
use in connection with social security.
Unfortunately, that provision was

- dropped in conference.

14.2 .
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As that record shows, there is nothing -

new about my amendment to earmark
some small part of the windfall tax for
social security. In fact, my p.oposal is a
good deal less than the measure which,
according to Senator Rot and Senate
Finance Committee staffers, was supe
ported by every Republican member of
the Finance Committee 2 years ago—
Senators RoTH, DoOLE, Paekwoop, DAN-
FORTH, WaLLOP, CHAFEE, HEINZ, and Dvu-
RENBERGER—&Nd the measure was sup-
ported on the floor of the Senate by all
but Senator WaLLop.

If using the windfall tax revenues for
social security was right in 1979, it is
even more right in 1981 when the system
faces potential problems making ends
meet,

In almost every major respect, the two
measures which enjoyed such hearty Re-
publican support in 1979 and 1980, are
identical to the amendment I have intro-
duced today. The only significant dif-
ference among them that I can find is
that the Republican-backed measure set
aside funds from general revenues of the
U.S. Treasury, whereas my amendment
seeks to recover funds which were unjus-
tiflably rebated to the treasuries of top
oil companies. That is the only differ-
ence.

I do not know how Senators are going
to vote today or how they are going to
explain to their senior citizens back

home that it is one thing to help social -

security out of Government funds, but
another if it means taking back some-
thing from the oil companies. I do not
know what kind of rationale they are

going to construct to justify that ap-.

parent switch. But, I do know this—the
issue before us today has nothing to do
with philosophical objections to using
general revenue for social security. That
is a smokescreen pure and simple, and
the record I have just recited proves it.

Nor does the issue have anything to do
with compromising the administration’s
economic program. The tax breaks given

the oil companies were not part of the.

Reagan tax package and, in fact, it was
opposed here on the Senate fioor by Sen-
ator RotH, the acknowledged coauthor
of the supply-side tax bill—the Kemp-
Roth bill. He said it was not needed. It

was a giveaway. And, to his everlasting-

credit, he opposed it,

The choice we face on this amendment .

is clear. Do we think adding $14 billion
to the already swollen profits of major
oil companies is more important than
providing a small margin of security for
our senjor citizens? There is no other
issue.

The Republican-led initiative in the
Senate Finance Committee—backed by
all committee Republicans—puts to rest
the notion that using outside revenues
for social security is somehow a liberal
Democratic program. To the contrary, it
is an approach which has had strong
bipartisan support in the past and which
enjoys wide public support today. )

Mr. President, the adoption of the re-
duced tax on domestic production of new
oil was a senseless squandeting of tax
resources. The whole premise of our
agreement to decontrol oil prices with a
tax on excessive, unearned profits was
that it would provide ample incentive
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for exploration and production. This in~ - -
oentive is more ample in my opinion. Ofl
company revenues are at staggering -
levels. The drilling industry is operating
at maximum -capacity, and even so, ofl
companies are investing less than half
their income in new production and only
a small percentage in research on al-
ternative or synthetic fuels.

It was only a week or 80 ago, that some
in this Chamber were bewailing the mon-
strous, almost unimaginable trillion dol-
lar national debt. A trillion dollars—
truly a staggering figure. I remember
someone on the other side of the alsle

“telling us how many times that ‘trillion

dollar debt would encircle the Earth if
laid end to end in dollar bills. If anyone
needs a reminder of how much the deci-
sion to decontrol ofl prices meant to- the
oil industry and cost consumers, just
think of that national debt, because it i8
the same figuré. At the time of its de-
control decision the administration esti-
mated it would mean at least $1 trillion
to domestic oil producers through the
year 1990—enough to retire the whole
national debt. :

Now, the windfall tax took only about
‘22 percent of those added revenues—$237
billion—and even that amount some
want to give back to the oil companies.

How can we vote to cut social security
benefits by $2 billion, as we have, and
close our eyes to this absolute gift to the
oil companies?

There Is no question of using general
revenues for social security here. These
are not general revenues. They are lost
revenues—giveaway revenues that serve
no purpose other than enrichment of
oil companies already so profitable they
do not know where to spend it all,

That is the issue posed by my modest
amendment. At this time of hand wring=
ing over the budget and scarcity of reve
enues, it presents a simple choice. Is this
$14 billion better spent to fatten profits
of a few oil producers or is there a
greater need to give our 36 million social
security recipients a small margin of
safety against loss of their benefits?

I can understand some of my col-
leagues’ concern for small royalty
owners and independent stripper well
producers. This amendment does not
touch the relief we granted those groups
earlier this year. It goes simply to the
new oil tax reductions in the interest of
buttressing the beleaguered social secu-
rity system. I hope my colleagues will
have comparable concern for the mil-
lions of social securitv recipients who
depend on those benefits.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I will
ask to have printed in the Recorp three
letters which we have received support-
ing the amendment now before this body.
One is from the National Caucus and
Center on Black Aged, Inc., addressed to
me. The address of the National Caucus
and Center on Black Aged, Inc., is here
in Washington, D.C. The letter is sighed
by Aaron Henry, chairman, .

The next letter that I will ask to put
in the REcorp 1§ from the American Fed- .
eration of Labor and Congress of Indus-
trial Organizations. It is on the letter-
head of Mr. Lane Kirkland. It is entitled
“Legislative Alert!,” dated October 14,
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1081, today. It {s signed on behalf of the
AFL~CIO by Mr. Ray Denlson. =

- " The third and final letter is from the
National Retired Teachers Association

and the American Assoclation of Retired.

Persons. It, too, is addressed to me under
this date and Is in. support of this
amendment. It 1s signed by Peter W.

Hughes, legislative counsel for the Na- .
- tional Retired Teachers Association and

the American Association of Retired
Persons. » )

. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these three letters be printed in
the RECORD, o

There belng no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: S

: Tur NATIONAL CAvcus,
AND CENTER ON BLACK AGED, INC.,’ .
Washington, D.C., October 14, 1981,
Senator EAGLETON,

Dirksen Senate Office Bidg., . ' !

Washington, D.C.
Drar SeNAToR EAGLETON: The National
Caucus and Center on Black Aged strongly

supports your amendment to repeal the tax:

cut on newly discovered oll and apply this
revenue to strengthen the Social Security
- trust funds. It i3 our understanding that this
change would make 8142 billion of addi-
- tional revenue potentially available for So-
olal Security through 1980,

We. Bupport your emendment because it
would (1) help to strengthen Soclal Secu-
rity’s inancing, (2) make the financing more
progressive, (3) prevent increases in payroil
taxes for workers and their employers, and
(4) make further benefit’cuts unnecessary.

'NCBA urges your colleagues in the Senate

- to approve this much-needed proposal.
" With warm regards, '
Sincerely, .
: AsroN HENRY,
: Chatrman.
LEGISLATIVE ALERT
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND
CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANI="
 ZATIONS, . :
Washington, D.C., October 14, 1981,
DEAR SENATOR: The AFL-CIO is strongly
in support of the Eagleton amendment to
H.R. 4331. currently under consideration on
the Senate floor, as a falr, timely and respon-
sible means of insuring financial stability of
the Soclal Security system. )
The: AFL~CIO does not gshare the views of
alarmists who see the demise of the Social

-Becurity program; instead, it is our view that

interfund borrowing—backed by & fund re-
serve—can provide the solution to the pro-
gram’s need through the end of this cen-
tury without cutting benefits. - '
The Eagleton Amendment provides this
fund reserve, and from a most appropriate
source. the windfall profits of those who
have benefited from our energy crises.
Specifically, the Eagleton Amendment
would repeal Section 802 of the “Economic
Recovery Tax Act of 1981" which reduced.
the tax rate on newly-discovered oil from
80 percent to 15 percent. Estimated revenue
would be $14.3 billlon by 1990—the life of
the windfall profits tax. The amendment pro.
vides that this 814.2 billion would be tr&m-
ferred to the Sotial Security trusts where 1t
would be held us & reserve against unforeseen
economic difficulties. The Eagleton amend-
ment thus would provide a margin of safety
and security for those miilions of Americans
dependont on & healthy Soclal Security
The Administration has admitted that it
miscaloulated the revenue effects of jts mas-
sive tax bill enacted just.lagt August. It is
estimated that the revenue loss will be about

'
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$749 billion by the end of FY '86. The Eagle-
ton amendment will simply recoup & small
fraction of that amount from those firms
that have benefited most from the tax pro-
gram and decontrol of ofl..

The AFL-CIO urges that you vote for the
bagleton amendment to HR. 4331 as an
equitable means of providing a guarantee of
stability to the Social Security program and
peace.of mind to America’s deeply concerned
working people and retirees, -

o Sincerely, .
Day DENISON,
Director, Department of Legislation.

NartoNAL RETIRED TEACHERS Asso-
CIATION. AND AMERICAN ASSOCIA
TION OoF RETIRED PERsONs, = .
P October 14, 1981.
Hon. THoMas EAGLETON, .
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SenNaTorR EAGLETON: NRTA-AARP
strongly support your amendment (No. 681)
to repeal the recently-enacted tax break pro=-
vided for newly discovered oll and earmark
those funds for the social security trust
funds. . :

Economic adversities have dralned the
system'’s combined trust fund levels to pre-
cariously low levels. Our Assoclations are
convinced that the pooling of assets from all

three trust funds (through interfund bore

rowing or reallocation schemes) will not be

sufficlent to carry the system through this
decade. :

By not seeking tdpmvlde additional revee.

nue for soclal security at this time, Congress
will be setting the stage for making deep,
precipitolis benefit cuts that would seriously
endanger the elderly’s already declining in-
come security. A more reasonable strategy
for dealing with social security’s short-term
financing problems would be to buttress ine
terfund borrowing or reallocation with lim-
ited and temporary infusions of general reve-

-nues. The general revenues should be used

only to assure with some safety that bene-
fits will be pald as they come due. In order
to avold frustrating efforts to balance the
budget, adding revenue to soclal security will
entall having to reduce other government

. expenditure or utilizing revenue from none
" payroll tax sources—such as the ofl windfall

profits tax. :

Having provided for the short-term finan-
clal stability of -the system, Congress must
move decisively to phase-in fundamental
changes in soclal security that will help it
accommodate the future demographic shift
and eliminate its very serlous long-term
imbalance. .

_ [For now, however, the cholce is simple:
either Congress provides additional revenue
for soclal security to protect it from ine
evitable downturns in.the economy or it can
deal with the system’s financial problems by
cutting benefits, a strategy that will hurt an

already vulnerable segment of society—the

élderly. -
. Sincerely, :
PerER W. HUGHES, .

Legislative Counsel.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I wonder if
I might just respond for about & minute.

There are a couple of amendments that
we could accept, if it i1s all right with

‘the Senator from Missouri to lay his
‘amendment aside temporarily. Also the

Senator from Pennsylvania wants to
make & brief statement.

- First, I would like to just make & brief
comment on the amendment. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would say that the vote will come
on this amendment tomorrow. I know
that it is particularly attractive to some
to just mention the word “oil” on he
Senate floor and the julces start flowing.
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0il does not start flowing, but the juices
start flowing about how we can get some
of that oil money. But I am not going to.
discuss that in any great detail,

I might say that this is one provision
in the big tax bill, lowering the tax on
new oil, that is truly supply-side be-
ca it reduces the tax on newly dis-
covered ofl and provides an incentive for
more discovery. But we have been
through that debate.

The question is whether or not we
want to use general revenues in the so-
cial security program. The three letters
just inserted in the Recoro come from
those who want to fund social security
with general revenues. Now that is their

_right. I do not believe that is the correct

way to go. I have just notifled my col- -
leagues in the Appropriations Commit-
tee that if they really want to open a
can of worms, they will vote for this
amendment. Then they are really going
to have appropriations problems.

‘Once you start funding the social se~
curity system and set aside the par-
ticipatory plan we have now, the appro~
priations process is really going to be in
great difficulty. Social security will be
competing up and down the line with
every other program. I just suggest that
that 1s not the way to go.

At this point, I would also like to cor-
rect an impression about the so-called
unanimous committee vote. I read a re-
lease put out by the chairman of the
Democratic National Committee.. Mr.
Manatt, in which he indicated that all
the committee Republicans had voted for
the Eagleton amendment and now we
are going to retreat.

If that 1s the case, then all the Demo-~
crats voted against tht Eagleton amend~
ment, and I assume we are going to see
some of those retreat. I will read the
names of those who voted against this
fantastic amendment: Senators Lowc,
TALMADGE, RIBICOFF, BYRp, NELSON,
BENTSEN, MATSUNAGA, MOYNIHAN, BAU-
cus, and BrapLEY. There are two Demo-
crats who voted for the amendment,
Senator GraveL and Senator BOREN.

I want to indicate for the Recorn that
some of the proponents have indicated
that the Eagleton amendment Is similar
to an amendment offered by Senator
Rorr In the Finance Committee about
2 years ago.

The allegation has been made that
the committee Republicans who voted
for Senator RoTH's amendment in 1979
and who now oppose this Eagleton
amendment have somehow Sflipflopped
on the issue. .

Let me say for the REcoro that is
not the case, That is wrong. It Is one
more attempt to take politicel advan-
tage of the plight of social security and
the fiscal needs of elderly Americans.

What was the Roth amendment we
voted on in the committee on October 19,
1979? During the markup of the so-
called windfall profit tax, which is really
an . excise tax, Senator RoTH offered an
amendment to freeze for 1 year the
social security payroll tax increase that
was scheduled to take effect on January

1, 1981. Senator Rotu argued that this .

step was necessary to give tax relief to
working people. .
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In order to offset this i-year payroll
" tax freeze, Senator Rorr proposed that

the increased income tax revenues re-

" sulting from oil price decontrol—not
‘windfall profit tax but oil price decon-
trol—be placed in the hospital insur-
ance trust fund. The Roth amendment
did not increase the windfall profit tax

.nor did it earmark windfall profit tax
revenues in any way. - :
-1 ask unanimous consent to have
placed in the Recorp the vote on that
amendment. I also ask unanimous con«
sent to have printed in the REcorp how
this present amendment offered by the
Senator from Missouri differs from the
Roth amendment. - _

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows:.

THE VOTE ON THE ROTH AMENDMENT
- After & Ribicoff motion to defer a vote on

.the Roth Amendment was tabled by a 10 to
8 vote, the Roth Amendment fajled to pass
on & 10 to 10 vote:

. For: Senators Dole, Packwood, Roth, Dan-
forth, Chafee, Heinz, Wallop, Durenberger,
Gravel, and Boren. [

Against: Senators Long, Talmadge, Ribi-

“'coff, Byrd, Nelson, Bentsen, Matsunaga,
Moynihan, Baucus, and Bradley. ’

HoW THE EAGLETON AMENDMENT DIFFERS
_FROM THE ROTH AMENDMENT
The Eagleton Amendment would increase
and earmark the Windfall Profit Tax on
newly discovered oil; the Roth Amendment
would have made no change in the Windfall
Profit' Tex and would have earmarked in-
creased income tax collections expected from
-decontrol,
~ The Roth Amendment was primarily de-
signed to provide tax rellef by one-year freeze

of social security taxes; the Eagleton Amend-

ment proposes no tax relief, .

- 'The Eagleton Amendment seems primartly
intended to provide general revenue financ-
ing to the social security system; the Roth
Amendment would have made no net ad-
ditions to the social gecurity system and
disclaimed sny intent to affect the retire-
ment or disability trust funds. L

Mr. DOLE. The Eagleton amendment
would Incresse and earmark the wind.
fall profit tex on newly discovered oil;
the Roth amendment would have made
.o change in the windfall profit tax and
would have earmarked increased income
tax collections expected from decontrol,

The Roth amendment was primarily
designed to provide tax relief by l-year
freeze of social security taxes: the Eagle-
ton amendment proposes no tax relief.

The Eagleton amendment seems pri-

" marily intended to provide general reve- .

hue financing to the social security sys-
tem; the Roth amendment would have
made no net additions to the social se-
curity system and disclaimed any intent
mect the retirement or disability trust

THE ROTH AMENDMENT IS NO PRECEDENT FOR
THE EAGLETON AMENDMENT '
In view of the differences outlined
. above, the Roth amendment to freeze the
payroll tax cannot be fairly described as
being “similar” to the Eagleton amen
ment. .
As one who voted for the Roth amend-
ment, I did not view it at the time or
Nnow as & vote for general revenue financ-

. i:ng of sccial security. Most Republicans -
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who supported the Roth amendment
voted against general revenue financing
of the HI fund when the issue was spe-
cifically addressed in the Finance Com-
mittee. : :

Frenkly, most Republicans voted for
the Roth amendment because of partisan
maneuvering to deny Senator RoTH 8
vote on his amendment.

Finance Committee Republicans who

.oppose the Eagleton amendment have

no more “fiip-flopped” on the general
revenue financing issue than pro-Eagle-
ton Democrats (such as Senators Moy-
N1HAN and BrapLey) who voted against
Roth in 1979. )
The Finance Committee voted 16 to 1
(Senator NELSON opposed) to impose no
windfall profit tax on newly discovered
oil. Does this mean that any Finance
Committee Senator who voted for a new
oil exemption and who now votes for the
Eagleton amendment has “flip-fiopped”

.on the proper taxation of newly discov-

ered oil? .

I suggest that the Roth amendment is
no precedent for the Eagletcn amend-
ment. In fact, the Finance Committee
voted 16 to 1, Senator NeLsoN opposed, to
impose no windfall profit tax on newly
discovered oil. S :

So this was a Finance Committee ac-
tion on newly discovered oil, 16 to 1, one.
negative vote, the theory being that you -

cannot have a windfall tax on something
not yet discovered. We have been-through
that argument. The question today is a
larger question. I suggest if you want to
vote to start funding social security with

" general revenues—I know the Senator

from Missouri does not agree with that—
this is an opportunity. If you want to
start putting’ more pressure on general
revenue funds, more pressure on the

_Appropriations Committee, and less pres-

sure on the Finance Committee, it would
certainly ease our burden to find some
other way to finance social security than

‘the present plan. But the present plan

has worked. We have never had general
revenue financing in the general system.
It would seem to this Senator that none
is needed now. S

We will be going into this I assume in
more detail tomorrow morning.

I ask unanimous consent that & tran-
seript of the full committee proceedings
of October 19, 1979, be printed in the
REecorp. I would caution my colleagues
and the public that this is an uncorrected
transcript of a committee markup.

There being no objection, the tran-
script was ordered to be printed in the
REcorDp, as follows: -

UNCORRECTED TRANSCRIPT OF SENATE FINANCE
~ COMMITTEE 1N EXECUTIVE SESSION, OCTO-

sER 19, 1979

Now, let us take the Roth amendment.

.Mr. Roth 18 recognized for ten minutes. Tho

other side will have five minutes. -

Senator ROTH. Senator Packwood hopes
that my aerguments are not twice as bad.

Mr. Chairman, as I mentioned yesterday
afternoon, this committee has been concen-
trating on big oil companies, independents,
conservation tax credits and the poor. Could
I have the attention please?

The CHAIRMAN. Let us have order, please.

Senator RoTH. The one group that we have
really paid very lttle attention to is the

- working people of this country. .
I might point out that they are paying—

' wage base 18 now

October 14, 1981

they are the ones who are footing the bill.
They are the onés who are paying the higher
energy prices, paying the higher taxes, suffer-
ing from inflation and, I might say also mas~
sive tax increases, and frankly, I do not think
it 1s fair that the working people be left
out in'the cold. .

Mr. Chairman, we. have basically two types
of windfall. One is the windfall for oil pro-~
ducers, the other one is for the Federal gov-
ernment. Most of our discussions have been
dealing with the windfall profits tax. It ad«
dresses the oil producers windfall, but unless
we act, the Federal government stands to
gain billlons of dollars in windfall profits
from the increased revenue resulting solely
from decontrol.

1 do not belleve the Federal government
should be allowed to benefit from ofl price
decontrol any more than the oil companies.
I think that we must act, and I think that
we must act now, to return this government
windfall to the working people who will be
paying higher prices under decontrol,

Therefore, I am proposing that we freeze
the Socla) S8ecurity tax increases for the year
1981 and do not. permit the projected ine
creases to go Into effect that year. Under
present law, the already high Soclal Security
taxes ‘are scheduled to increase very sub-
stantially in 1981. The tax rate will g0 up
from 6.13 percent to 6.65 percent.

The wage base wili jump to $29,700.

- I might point out, Mr. Chairman, that the
$22,800; 1t will go up in
‘80 to $25,900, but because the fiscal year
has started, it cannot be changed. My
amendment would freeze the tax rate at 6.13
percent and the wage base at 825,900, reduc-
;:E'I the maximum Soclal Security tex by
Very frankly, if we do not do ‘something
now, we are delivering a one-two punch on
all Americans. :

I point out that the Congressional Budget
Office has pointed out that my proposal will
have & positive impact on the economy re-
sulting in less inflation and more Jobs. Ac- -
cording to CBO, the amendment will reduce
the Inflation rate by .3 percent. That is in-
flation, .3 percent. ’

It will lower the unemployment rate by
32bpercent and prevent the loss of 250,000
obs. :

So it has a beneficial effect on the economy
both from' the standpoint of infiatton and
unemployment.

According. to the CBO, the direct budget
cost of my proposal would be $11 billion,
but because of the increase in the number
of taxpaying jobs and the reduction of une
employment compensation spending, CBO
estimates it would have a budget cost of
$8.6 billion.

This payroll tax freeze would pe financed
by transferring a portion of the billions of
dollars in increased revenue from decontrol
to the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund.

The Social Security Advisory Council 1979
report endorsed the approach of financing

. part of the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund

from the ‘general revenue. By earmarking
these special funds from decontrol, we can
insure the stability of the trust fund.

I think it 18 important to point out that
my amendment—again, to repeat, would roll
back the payroll tax increases scheduled for
'81 by putting the increased revenues from
decontrol into the Medicare trust fund. We
are not propdsing to use general revenue
financing for the retirement program efther’
the pension plan itseif or the disability trust
fund.

Those would not be affected in any way.

What my amendment deals with i1s the
Medicare trust fund. As I -said, this hag been
endorsed by the Social Security Advisory
Council; by Robert Ball, former Social Se«
curity Administrator; and Joseph Peckman
of Brookings Institute, as well as a growing
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bipartisan group of Ways and Means Com-
mittee members. .

Mr. Chairman, I do not think there is any
question, any question, that Congress will
block the 1981 tax increase, but if we walt

until next year to do it, right before the .

election, these revenues may have already
been spent, and then a rollback ralses some
serious problems.

Ofl price decontrol will raise a tremendous

amount of revenue over and above whatever -

windfall profits tax is enacted and I think
it is -only fair that we earmark now-—and
we want to emphasize now-—a portion of
these funds for the Social Security freeze.

I will point out that this committee has
already taken action to help the poor in 1981
which I strongly support as necessary, but I

* think 1t is also important that we tell the
working people of America that they, too, are
_going to benefit. o :

I pointed out that a number of different
groups have come out in support of this ap-
proach, Mr. Chairman. According to a CBO
study, a reduction in Social Security taxes
will be relatively easy to implement, would
lead to a lower rate of price increase, would
reduce the adverse impact of high energy
prices almost immediately.

. Dr. Walter Heller, on numerous occasions
and agaln just yesterday, has urged Con-
gress to reduce Soctal Security texes in order
-to reduce infiation and to offset the recession.

" According to Heller, payroll tax cuts are
tallor-made to fit the needs of an economy
badgered by both infiation and recession.
He belleves that a payroll tax will increase
- take home pay, reduce business costs and
help offset the OPEC ofl price drag.

Mr. Chalrman, I would point out that on
June 5, 1979 the Washington Post editorial-
1zed 1f Congress uses the oll tax money to
cut payroll taxes as it ought to do--let me
read that again. “If Congress used the oll
tax money to cut payroll taxes, as it ought
to do, it will both hold down infilation and
soften the impact on consumers. The burdens
of decontrol can be mitigated by careful pub-
1lic policy.” .

I know there are going to be people who
are going to argue, why do we not wait? Why
do we not do it sometime later? Mr. Chair-
man, the same question could be raised by
some of these other provisions.

‘As I have already mentioned, we have taken
& number of steps to help the poor, which
is essential, but I think there is something
wrong with this committee. If we are unable
to take action now to relleve this burden
on the very people who are paying the in-
creased cost of oil, who are paying increased
taxes—I want to mention again that the
average medium working family will pay an
additional over 8900 in taxes in 1980 and '81
because of the increase In Soclal Seciirity
taxes and because of infiation-induced taxes.
It is over §800; 8921, I belleve, is the figur
for those two years. :

It 1s about time that we pay some atten-
tion to the working people who are paying
both the higher prices and the massive tax
increases and I urge the adoption of my
amendment.

Senator Risicorr. The Chairman is not

here. I would just make a brief comment. I -

‘am sorry that Gaylord Nelson is not here.
Oh, here he is. : ’
Gaylord, under the Chairman’s ruling, you
_ have five minutes to respond.
Senator NELsON. Five minutes to respond?
Senator RoTrH. Or to join.

Senator NELsoN. I guess I am better re- -

sponding to something I did not hear than
something I did not hear, s0 I do not feel
handicapped. ’ .
Some time ago Senator Roth, a couple of
weeks ago, brought this question up which I
‘think may very well be a creative approach
" to a serious problem. I sald to SBenator Roth
at the time, let me think about it, that we
bave planned to have hearings early Janu-
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ary on the whole question of Social Security
and its whole situation.

I read the fact sheet, and I think I see, I
am not exactly sure, but I think I see what
approach Senator Roth 1s taking, but I
think, Senator, we really ought to have hear-
ings first. It is far too complicated for me to
make & decision of this dimension, person-
ally, as to where I would go. I am not saying
I am for it or against it. . :

Since we are going to have hearings any-
way, it 18 in the jurisdiction of the S8ubcom-
mittee and I will get them on, if not later
this fall, at least in January or early Febru-
ary, 50 we have plenty of time and I would
be happy to have you as a witness at any time
you choose, the first witness if you want.

But I think it is so complicated -and we
have gotten Into so much trouble in the past
by doing this stuff on the Floor off the tops
of our heads—I do not mean to suggest that
you have not given this a lot of thought. The
problem is, I have not and neither has any-
body else. . .

T would much prefer if you would with-

" hold this and we will schedule hearings, as

we have Intended to all along. I just have
not gotten around to selecting a date, and
_then hear you, We may agree or we may dis-
agree, but you will not be barred from taking
action. )

Senator RoTH. Let me point out that, num-
ber one, we have voted $30 billion of aid to
the poor which I voted for. I think it' is
highly desirable. There were no specific hear-
ings on that.

I would also point out that on & number

. of other things hearings were held. I really

do think that we are leaving the working
people out in the-cold if we do not give
them some - assistance now. .

To me, to say to wait untll the Presl-
dential year means that the tax proposal Is
golng to comé forth to help the politician
rather than the working people. There 1s
nothing that difficult, that complex, in all
candor, in my proposal. There is plenty of
money in the additional corporate -tax to
make up what I am talking about.

We went right ahead and spent this
money in other ways. But, for some reason
the blue collar workers, the small business-
men and the others, are being left out In
the cold.

One of the real problems with our econ-
omy today 18 that we need to create some
stability and certainty.

As I mentioned, this propcsal would save,
according to CBO, something llke 250,000
jobs. The beneficlal impact of my proposal
would be much grezter if we act now so that
business people can foresee what 18 golng to
heppen, but in any event, Mr. Chalrman, I
just see no sense—and why, when 1t comes
to the working people, it is politics for de~
laying action for heiping them out. We are
helping everybody else. We are helping big
oil companies. We are helping the independ-
ent oll companies. We are helping the poor.
We are promoting ccnservation.

But what we are saying—and what every
person who does not vote for this proposal is
in effect saying is that the working people are
not entitled to any consideration, that we
have to delay it until tomorrow.

I think you are right. There 1s no question
but that this will be delayed to some time
next year, but I think that is a problem. At
this very moment, we are telling everybody

' else what we are going to do but for politi-

cal reasons— I am not referring to you, Gay-
lord—that we are walting to next year where

the real denger is that those who wanted to ~

spend these monies—Mr. Chairman, this is
the only amendment I know that has any
limitation of time, so I do object to any time
1imit, but I will just point out that what is
going to happen that with the hard times
upon us, there 1s peing to be a'great desire
for other groups, other committees, to spend
this money to make commitments for it, and
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we run a real danger that it will be very dif-
ficult to give the kind of rellef to the work~ °
ing people that both liberals and conserve
atives have endorsed and endorsed strongly.

Senator NELSON. Mr. Chairman? :

Senator RIBICOFF. Mr., Chairman?

It could very well be that the Finance
Commlittee will adcpt the Roth amendment,
but I do have respect for the position of
the Chairman of the Subcommittee, Senator
Nelson. :

I would move to defer action on the Roth
proposal until hearings are held by Gaylord
Nelson’s subcomittee with the understand-
ing that those hearings would not be later
than 30 days after we resumed session in
January. L ' '

Senator RorH. In due deference to my
esteemed  colleague from Connecticut, Mr.
Chairman, in accordance with our practices,
I would like an up and down vote on my
amendment.

The CHAmMAN. I think in fairness to those
of us who find & lot or appeal to the amend-
ment and might want -to be for it, that we
ought to let it be considered In an orderly
fashion and it seems to me that it ought to
vote on Senator Ribicofl’'s amendment.

Senator RorH, Mr. Chairman, as I have
sald, we have taken action on behalf of the
oil companijes. We have taken action on be-
half of the independents, we have taken
action on behalf of the poor, we have taken
action on behalf of the conservation, but all
of a sudden we say, well, let us wait and see
with respect to the working people. ,

Agaln, I cannot emphasize too greatly that
this 1s a group that is suffering, in many
ways, the greatest because they are paylng
out of their earnings  the higher energy
prices. They are also suffering from inflation
and, as I pointed out, the tax increase, the
tax burden on them, during the next two
years is very, very substantial, well over $900
for the median family. -

And these people, just like the poor, are
having trouble meeting their bills. I can tell
you, come December and January, it 1s going
to be a very tough time for these working
people. .

The local newspaper at home sald, a couple
of days ago, when the Senate turned down
the Javits amendment the first time—which
I voted for—that the poor were left out in
the cold.

Well, I regret to say, Mr. Chairman, that
I think that is exactly what we are doing
today if we do not do some relief to the
working people.

The CHammAN. This is not a Soclal Secu-
rity bill, Senator. I will be glad to have this
identified as the Roth amendment when we
vote on it. It seems t0 me that we ought to
move In the orderly legislative process.

You are talking about repealing a tax that
would go into effect 156 months from now.
We could at least take time to look at it in
connection, after we had had a hearing and
looked at it in connection with other mat-
ters. ' .

I discussed it this morning with Senato
Muskle,. Chairman of the Budget Commit-

. tee, he sald that would give them all kinds

of problems with the budget process.
Senator RorH. Mr. Chairman?

The CrammaN. They think that this ought
to be considered in connection with the vari-
ous other things that will have to be done
for the economy and that it ought to be
next year’s hnstness. .

Senator DoLE. Did we not already amend
the Soclal Security Act with ald to the poor?

Mr. STERN. Those are amendments to the
Soclal Security Act, yes, sir.

Senator DoLE. This would not
parture. ’ \

Mr. STERN. They do not affect the Socla
Security tax. ) .

. Senator DoLE. We are- talking about the
Act.
"The CHAIRMAN. The welfare part, and for

be any de-
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the poor, is Title II of the Social -Security
Act and SSI s Title III of the Social Security
Act, 1 suppose. We do not have anything
ebout the Soclal Security tax in there. We

just have a provision In there for the poor..

Senator Doie. I think we have probably
used more than our time. .

Senator NELSON. I think it is an important
matter. I do not think we ought to be cut
off by time. .

Senator RoTn. Mr. Chairman, I would just
point out that yesterday we voted over 81
billlon for-a dam in Alaska, which had 11d
‘hearings; on numerous other occasions——-

Senator DorE. That was ald to the poor.

Senator RoTH. We have taken action with-

out hearings. '

I notice that our good Chairman of the
Budget Committee went ahead and voted
for the ald to the poor, despite the unusual
procedures so that what I am asking here 1s
not unusual or unique. Other times, we have
even stopped.these hearings or these pro-
_ceedings to hold hearings, so whatever hear-
ings were necessary could be held and then
we could vote on it. !

The point I am trying to make, I think it
is important in 'a bipartisan way that this
Committee shows that it also has some con-
cern about the working people.

You mentioned this does not take effect
until ‘81, Neither does our program for the
poor take effect until '81, but yet we pro-
ceeded on that. So that there is adequate
precedent. . .

What I would hope is that we could all
agree that, by giving this rellef now, it gives
us some time in the future to take a more
.careful 100k, In a non-election year, as to
what needs to be dene. .

But I would just like to read to you again
what the Washington Post sald, because 1
think it Is significant. They pointed out
that, "“if Congress uses the ofl tax money to
cut payroll taxes, as it ought to do, it will
both hold down inflation and soften the Im-
pact on consumers. The burdens of decontro}
can be mitigated by careful public policy.”

I just think that the time has come for
 us to show that we have some real concern
for the people who are paying the bill. :

Senator NELSON. Mr, Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Nelson.

Senator NELsoN. I'sald early on, I know
that Senator Roth has given a lot of thought
to this. I may very well end up, when I un-
derstand it better, voting for it. I do not
know, ,

I-do know, as Chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Soclal Security who has held hear-
ings over a period of years, I found it enor-
mously more complicated than I thought it
was. I saw that we made many mistakes in
the past that we would not have made if we
understood them and some of those mistakes
I voted for. They were dead wrong, and they
were damaging to the fund.

We did 1t because we did not have careful
enough consideration,

There are several problems here. Of course,
if this needs to be done, we can do it for the
working people prior, because it does not go
into effect until 1981. The reason on the en-
ergy assistance to the poor is that we are
acting for 1981 is that we have already cov-
ered 1980. We have had an energy assistance
to the poor program for quite some time.

There 1s another major, I think, dangerous
~ problem confronting us at the time, and I
am worrled about it, and that is why. I have
declded that we would have hearings a long
time ago. We will have hearings early next
year because of the inflation question.

I would 1ike to point cut I hope everybody
will take—I-do not want to say 1t until Sen-~
ator Roth can hear—everybody will give it
s0ine careful thought.

One of the most expensive things in the

x-l‘ogram. but it is correct, s that we index
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the benefits of the retirees for inflation
otherwise, when they retire in ten years.
they have enough to live on; they are bank-
rupt and on welfare in five years or less.

We adopted a tax rate effective for 1980.
In 1981, based upon the actuarial assump-
tion that the inflation rate will be 55. We
are now hitting into a disastrous situation

where 1t is 14 percent and the retirees are.

pulling out of the fund money that we had
assumed would only be pulled out for that
purpose at the rate of the inflation rate of
6.6 percent. - . .

So when we were looking at this a month
or two ago, we decided it would be better to
have some hearings early next year pull in
the actuaries and take & look.

I would hope that no such situation arises.
We may be stuck with having to take the
money Senator Roth is talking about and
putting it in the fund for 1980 or raise the
taxes again. ’ )

-I have no notion. I think it is a dangerous
situation. :

‘When we levied our taxes as high as they
are, 5.5 was the infiation rate. We are now at
14 percent. . .

I respect the work Senator Roth has done

- on this. He may be absolutely correct, byt

we may make & disastrous mistake by pro-
ceeding now without having comprehensive
hearings on the most important social pro-
gram that this country ever adopted, affect-
ing more peoplethan any other program
that this country has got. - .

I will say to the Senator, Senator Ribi-~
cofl’s motion was made saying within 30 days
after we began this gession. I think I can
meet that easily enough. As a matter of fact,
I can get together with staff and select the
hearing date, clear-it and be ready easily,
have hearings on this proposition within 30
days of our return, possibly even later this
year, if we g2t out of here—which I do not
think we will—but if we get out of here by
the end of November, I would be happy to
hold hearings in December.

Senator RotH. Let me point out two things.
First of all, my proposal in no way affects
the trust fund for the pension. As I men-
tioned earller, it in no way—the same per-

centage will be paid on- my amendment to -

that pension trust fund that would currently
go into effect.

Senator NersoN. Let me ask & .question. 1
was confused about that for another reason.
You are earmarking this? .

Senator RoTtH. That 18 correct. The funds
from the decontrol would go into HI. We
would, in no way, affect the disability trust
fund or the pension trust fund, both of

which are based upon the contributions that’

are made to it.

I agree with you that the most important
program that we have In effect is the Social
Security pension plans and we are not touche
ing that in any way.

What I am &mposlng is that these addi-
tional corporate taxes go into the hospital
fund that is based upon need, rather thar
contribution. And, of course, as I pointea
out, many people have come out in support
of removing that, of supporting that in gen-
eral revenues.

Senator NELSON. I want to say to the Sen-
ator, I got beat In this Committee in 1977
on & motion to move HI out of the Social
Security fund and go into the general fund
so that, by 1985 or 1986—1I have forgotten—
HI would be a general fund function, since
it 18 not wagoe related. Neither disability or
HI are wage related. I think it was a mistake
to put it in there. )

I got defeated on this committee in 1977
on that precise point. I am not disagreeing
in principle about moving HI to some other
kind of support. I think it 18 necessary to do
80. If we ever do have & health insurance
program, it will be a part of that program
in one way or the other. But if this goes into
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HI, if this infRation rate continues, I do not
know whether the present tax rate will hold
for 1980 and I think we ought to have heare

" ings before we make decisions about putting

$11 billlon into HI.

If my figures are right, HI is better off now
than any part of the fund—I do not have it
in front of me—it is gaining and in & year or
two going up, more income than outgo, in
the next four, five or six years, i1s it not?

Senator RoTH. This comes down to a mat-
ter of judgment, of course. As I pointed out
earlier, one of my concerns that other com-
mittees and other committee goals, all of
which are meritorious, will seek to use these
funds. So I think it is important for the
same reason we are allocating these windfall
profits for the poor and other people that
we allocate this additional corporate tax to
help out the working.people.

To me, it 18 Jjust a question of equity.ana
fairness.

. The CHAIRMAN. Let me make one point

-here. You have an awful lot of people in

this country concerned on how you are going
to finance Social Security—the workers, the
beneficiaries, the employers who are paying
half of the money in the fund, and they have

"8 right to be concerned about it. All of those

people have a right to be heard. They have
& right to think about it, they have a right
to study it, they have at least a moral right
to-.communicate about it.,

And after they have had a chance to give
it due consideration to communicate to the
Congress. .

This 1s something that does not take place
until January, 1981. All we are suggesting
is that we give ourselves time and give the
American people time and everybody, every
responsible and every Irresponsible group
that has a way of thinking about these
things time to think about it and time to
talk about it and let themsclves be heard
before we vote on this.

Here is a bill to put a windfall profits tax .
on. And we talked about credits using for
energy and urban transit in connection with
it and I know the Senator indicated he
planned to offer an amendment of this sort
early in the game, As a practical matter we
will be voting at the last minute, without
hearings, on a major bill to overhaul the
Social Security program.

It just seems to me that that is not the
responsible way to do it.

Would the Chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee complain about that approach, would
the Chairman of the Subcommittee that
deals with Soclal Security saying that he
would like some time to hold some hearings
and let people be heard and think about it.

Senator Dore. As I understand it, we finish
‘this bill today. We meet against next week.
Then there will be a ten-day period before
it goes to the Floor, Maybe we could have
the hearings between now and that time and
agree to offer it as an amendment. on the
Fioor. o
. The CHAmRMAN. It will be offered on the
Floor, anyway. | '

Senator DoLe. Maybe by Senator Kennedy
or somebody who has an interest in working
people.

The CHamRMAN. If 1t 18 going to be offered
on the Floor, I would prefer Mr, Roth to offer
it on the Floor. As far as I am concerned, if
the Ribicoff motion carries—I am not seek-
ing to deny the Senator recognition for his
amendment, All I am suggesting is that we
just do it In the orderly legislative process.

Senator Rorx. Mr. Chairman, we did agree
yesterday that we would have an up and
down vote on my amendment today. If it
‘were possible to hold the hearings and to
have a vote on it before we finally report
the bill out, that would be an alternative,
but otherwise I think we ought to go ahead
and have an up and down vote now on my
amendment..
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Senator Byrp, May I ask a question? Is
this & one-year deferment?

Senator RoTty. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. What happens at the end
of one year?

Senator RoTH. It would go into effect as

otherwise scheduled to do so now. It 18 &

one year freeze.

Senator BENTSEN. I do not know if, you
can vote up or down on it. I want it clearly
understood that I may end up finally being
for this after appropriate study. If you do
have an up or down on it, want that inter-
preted is that I am opposed to ultimately
seeing that we delay the raise.

The CHamMAN. Prankly, that is why I
think we ought to have & vote on Senator
Ribicoff’s motion.

Senator RoTH. Mr. Chairman, it is always
the practice to give people an up or down
vote. I would like an up or down vote on
my amendment, as agreed to yesterday.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, I asked that we
put this matter over until yesterday. I did
not think I was foreclosing anybody from
deferring consideration of it.

Senator ROTH. As you yourself have said
during these sessions that it has never been
our practice to try to avoid votes on an in-
dividual’s amendments by parliamentary
procedures. I think that has been & very
sound policy and, for that reason I would
respectfully insist that I do have & vote.

Senator Risrcorr. It is up to you, Mr,
Chairman. I agree with Senator Bentsen.

My feeling i1s that if we deferred this
and the Neison Committee had hearings, I
would vote for Mr. Roth’s amendment after
hearings by Senator Nelson because I think
that there is a basic problem here, but I
would vote no today because my feeling is
that the points made by SBenator Nelson are
absolutely sound and there are complica-
tions in this whole Social Security fund
and I think maybe we should be on the way
for restructuring the entire Social Security
program.

I do not know what inflation is going to
do for potential unemployment with the
viability of the fund, and I think on the
side of responsibility, with no reflection on
Senator Roth—because I do not think there
is & more responsible Senator Roth. He is &
constructive man with good ideas and I
think we has a good idea here.

But I would be a lot happler if Gaylord
Neison had those hearings within a month
after we returned, or maybe before, if he
can do so.

Gaylord Nelson is not the type of man who
stalls and tries to repress things.

Senator BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, the prob-
lem you run into when you vote like this,
in effect, for & cut on whatever was going
to be increased and you do that by itself,
there are things that we may have to do
with the Social Security system that will not
be as pleasant and when you cannot put the
whole package together you may find it very
difficult to accomplish the things that are
distasteful.

If you have some of the sweet with a pack-
age like this, you can accomplish it, I am
not ccncerned about just doing what is
politically popular and not doing some of the
more dificult things we have to do at the
same time in restructuring the Social Se-
curity system.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, there
seems to be & good deal of concern about
hearings and yesterday, that was raised In
connection with another matter, the so-
called Gravel amendment, an amendment
wiich nobody knew anything about, never
even heard of before it was raised yesterday

It seems to me that those who are so con-
cerned about hearings—how did that vote
come out yesterday cn the Gravel thing?

Could you run down who voted aye?

Senator Dore. We had & chart on the
board.
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That 18 & 82 billion chart there.

The CHaRMAN. Let me ses. The yeas, a8
of now, the yoas are ten and the nays are
five. .

Senator CHaree. Could you inform us who
voted how, Mr. Chairman?

Benator BenTsEN. I would be glad to say
that i am one who voted aye. Let me make o
point, as long as this has come up.

Senator CHAFEE. 1f I could finish?

Senator BENTSEN. 1f I may—

The CHAIRMAN. All the Republicans voted
no.

Senator BeNTSEN You are going to have a
judgment of the marketplace on those reve-
nue bonds a8 to whether or not that is &
feasible project and there was some judg-
ment behind that vote and it was discussed.
The question of whether you are going to
have Federal appropriations or you are gojug
to navo a tax free bond.

1f it is not & feasible project, obviously the

" marketplace would not fund those kinds of

bonds.

. Benator RIBICOFF. There is another prob=
lem. We were dealing with the Gravel
amendment on the problem of how do you
produce more energy which was germane to
the legislation that we now have.

. The CHAIRMAN. I am going to rule that we
will vote on the Rihicoff motion.

Call the roll. i
Senator Ror. Mr. Chairman, that 18 th
first time in the years that I have served on
this committee where a vote on a member's

amendment has been avoided.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, that does not
mean it has been avoided. We have a motion
to postpone consideration of it after we hold
hearings. That has not been avoided.

Senator Rorx. That 18 not what I am say-
ing, Mr. Chairmean. I have a specific amend-
ment proposing this freeze taking place now
and obviously that is what we are avoiding, &
vote up or down as to whether or not there
should be some relief given to the working
people.

I think I am entitled, just as the other
gentlemen—I have never objected to anyone
else’s ever having & vote on his proposal, no
matter how embarrassing it might be to me,
and I think I am entitled to that right.

Senator NELgoN. Let me say a word on that,

' Mr. Chairman.

As Chairman of the Social Security Sub-
committee, I do not really understand his
amendment and I read it for the first time
this morning. I think it is quite a bit to ask
that you make a deciston involving 311 bil-
lion a year, the whole Social Becurity sys-
tem, without any hearings at all, We have &
subcommittee for that purpose; I am guar-
anteeing the hearings.

I do not want to be In a position that vot-
ing against Senator Roth’s proposal, I might
be for it. My point 1s I can not make an In-

formed judgment after reading a brief memo-

randum this morning. I just could not. I do
not want to be in a position of saying I am
against it, I say very well be for it, and we
have plenty of time.

So I think I agree with the motion by
Senator Ribicoff, .

The CHAIRMAN, Call the roll.

Senator RoTH. Mr. Chalrman, are we
changing the practice of this committee?

The CHAIRMAN. We are voting on Mr, Ribi-
coff’s motion, Senator.

Senator ROTH. This came up, Mr, Chair-
man, two weeks g0, and I have always played
very fair with this committee and at that
time there was an effort made to avoid a vote
on & particular amendment and I believe
the Chairman himself came out and ex-
plicitly said we never use procedures to avoid
& vote, :

Now, 1. am asking—in that time, accom-
modation was made; I think at your instiga-
tion, and I feel very strongly that we should
have an up or down vote on this amendment.
As a matter of fact, when we raised it yester=
day you asked me If I would wait until to-
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day and we discussed voting on it today and
I agreed with you. I sald I would,

I feel I played very open and fair and I
mentioned several weeks ago that I was go=
ing to offer this amendment. So I really feel
that there should be an up or down vote on
my amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, I think you have
made that clear. It 18 a matter for the Com-
mittee to decide and the Committee can
either vote the motion up, or they can vote
the motion down. '

Senator DoLx. Mr. Chairman? I move to
table the Ribicoff motion. .

The CHAIRMAN. Let's vote on that.

Fine. Let's vote on that. Call the roll, It is
not debatable. '

Mr. STeRN, Mr, Talmadge?

(No response).

Mr. STERN. Mr. Ribicoft?

Senator RIBICOFF. No.

Mr. STERN. Mr, Byrd?

Senator Byrp, No.

Mr. STERN, Mr. Nelson?

Senator NELSON. No.

Mr. STERN, Mr, Gravel?

- Senator RoTH. Aye, by proxy.

Mr. STERN. Mr, Bentsen?

. Senator BENTSEN. No,

Mr. STERN, Mr. Matsunaga?

(No response). .

Mr, STERN, Mr, Moynihan?

(No response), -

Mr, STERN. Mr. Baucus?

Senator Baucus. No.

Mr. STERN, Mr. Boren?

Senator BoaEN, Aye.

Mr. STERN. Mr. Bradley?

Senator BRADLEY. No.

Mr, STERN. Mr, Dole?

Senator DoLg. Aye.

Mr. STERN, Mr. Packwood?

Senator PACkKwWoOD, Aye.

Mr. StEaN, Mr. Roth?

Senator RoTH. Aye.

Mr. STERN, Mr, Danforth?

Senator DANFORTH. Aye.

Mr, STERN, Mr, Chafee?

Senator CHAFEE, Aye.

Mr. STERN, Mr. Heinz?

Senator Heinz, Aye.

Mr. STERN, Mr. Wallop?

Senator WaLLOP, Aye.

Mr, STERN, Mr. Durenberger?-

Senator DURENBERGER. Aye.

Mr, STERN. Mr. Chairman?

The CHAmMAN, No. :

The yeas are ten and the nays are seven.

Senator NeLsoN. What 18 the vote?

The CHAIRMAN. The yeas are ten and the
nays are seven. Not voting are Messrs, Tal=
madge, Matsunaga, and Moynihan, .

Mr, Moynihan, I have his proxy. I will call’
call that no. Ten to eight.

Senator DoLE. Now the vote is'on the Roth
proposal.

Senator Rors. I move.

The CHAIRMAN. Let’s have a vote on the
Roth amendment. Call the roll. :

Mr. STERN. Mr. Talmadge?

(No response.) :

Mr. STERN, Mr. Ribicoff?

Senator Risicorr. No.

Mr. STERN. Mr. Byrd?

Senator Byrp, No.

Mr. STerN. Mr. Nelson?

Senator NELSON. No.

Mr, StEaN. Mr. Gravel?

Senator RorH. Aye, by proxy.

Mr. STERN, Mr. Bentsen?

Senator BENTSEN. No.

Mr. STERN. Mr. Matsunaga?

{No response.)

Mr, STERN. Mr, Moynihan?

YThe CaAmRMAN. No.
*‘Mr, STERN. Mr. Baucus?

Senator Baucus, No.

Mr. Stern. Mr. Boren?

Senator BOREN. Aye.

Mr, STERN. Mr. Bradley?

Senator BrabrEY, NoO,

Mr. STERN. Mr. Dole?
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Senator DOLE. Aye.

Mr. STERN. Mr. Packwood?

Senator PACKWOOD. Aye.

Mr. STERN. Mr. Roth?

Senator RoTH. Aye.

Mr.'STERN. Mr. Danforth?

Senator DANFORTH. AYye.

Mr. STERN. Mr. Chafee?

Senator CHAFEE. Aye.

Mr. STERN. Mr. Heinz?

Senator HEinz. Aye.

Mr. STERN. Mr. Wallop?

Senator WALLOP. Aye.

Mr. STERN. Mr, Durenberger?

Senator DURENBERGER. NO.

Mr. STERN. Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. No.

The yeas are ten and the nays are eight.
Absent are Messrs. Talmadge and Matsunaga
We will ask the absentees to record thems
selves. However they record themselves, that
1s how the vote will go.

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from Dela-
ware was talking about decontrol of
prices, not about windfall profit tax. The
Senator from Delaware was talking
about freezing for 1 year the proposed
increase In soclal sequrity tax. That i3
not the case today.

The Senator from Kansas is doing his
best to get oil production in Missouri and
other States where they really do not
understand the benefits except when it
gets cold, or when they want to start
their car.

I have prepared a couple of amend-
ments, one being on the production of
automobiles. They do a lot of that in
Missourl. Maybe we will have a little tax
on the production of automobiles, or
maybe a little tax ‘on coal, to put into
the social security trust funds. The Sen-
ator from Kansas does not propose to
offer those amendments because I be-
lieve it would be a mistake to start down
that path of general funding or general
revenue financing of the social security
system.

I do not quarrel with the Senator from
Missouri; I just hope he does not have
enough votes. We will find that' out
sometime tomorrow.

Iurge my colleagues who may read the
RECORD, Oor who may not be able to avoid
listening to us in their offices, to look
very carefully at the precedent we would
establish by the adoption of this amend-
meint. It is not the right way to go. Even
if you look at it from the ofl standpoint,
in the opinion of this Senator this is the
onie Provision Iin the tax bill that is
supply side. We do reduce the tax on
newly discovered oll. We do provide in-
centives for those who want to explore
for newly discovered oll.

I would hope that in the ensuing de-
bate we can address this issue as
squarely as we should and that we can
make an objectlve judgment. I would
urge my colleagues that we not adopt
this amendment. I will do that again to-
morrow. It is my understanding that
the Senator does not want to vote before
noon.

Mr. EAGLETON. I was hoping some-
where around 2 o’clock. I do not know
what time we are coming in. I thought
we were coming in at 11.

Mr. DOLE. The Demotrats will have
fch{—:ir caucus tomorrow. '

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, do we
know what time the distinguished
unajority leader will bring in the Senate?
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. DI back into HI to help strengthen the

Mr. LONG. I ask for the yeas and nays
on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no order as to the time for convening the
Senate tomorrow.

Mr. LONQ. I ask for the yeas and nays
on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficlent second? There is a sufficient
second. :

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if it is sat-

isfactory, we will follow the outline ini--

tially offered to acccept amendments
from a couple of Senators, amendments
which will be accepted, and then go to
the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HEINZ. The Senator from Penn-
sylvania would really like to offer his
statement on the bill. I have been wait-
ing for quite a while.

Mr. BENTSEN. Will the Senator use
his microphone? Unless it is & private
conversation, will the Senator use his
microphone so we can hear him?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HEINZ, Mr. President, I rise to
present some comments on the bill. I
hope I will not take too much time from
either the Senator from Texas or the
Senator from New Mexico.

As the Senate proceeds to vote on the
social security changes recommended by
the Finance Committee, I think it is ime
portant to set down, for the record, how
much has been accomplished in alleviat-
ing social security’s financial problems
—and what remains to be done.

I find it necessary to emphasizé the
latter point, because although most of us
would agree on the need, as this bill does,
to reallocate the payroll tax rates, allow
interfund borrowing and restore the
minimum benefit, the legislation before
us today is not a complete solution to
either the short-term or the long-term
financing problems.

Despite the tax rate reallocation and
interfund borrowing, and despite the
savings achieved through the Omnibus
Reconciliation Act, the financing of so-
clal ‘security is extremely risky in the
short term. The long-term fAnancing
problems of social security have yet to
be addressed in a comprehensive way.
And given the inadequacy of the short-
term steps and the absence of a long-
term. solution, -the American public
—workers and beneficlaries—are being
asked to tolerate continued uncertainty
about the future of soclal security, at a
time when their confidence in that pro-
gram is already at a historic low.

OUTLOOK FOR 1982-88

The next § years pose the possibility
of the social security funds, combined,
running out of money. We all refer to
this as “the short-term problem.” It is
important to understand that the Fi-
nance Committee bill before us responds
to the short-term financing problem only
by shifting tax rates among the three
trust funds and permitting interfund
borrowing between OASI and DI. The re-
allocation of the tax rates among OASI,
DI, and HI is designhed to increase reve-

- nues to OASI by shifting revenues from

DI and HI between 1982 and 1985, and
from DI between 1986 and 1990.
In 1990, revenues are also shifted from
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HI fund against the expected operating
deficits which will occur at the end of the
1980’s. Interfund borrowing between
OASI and DI has the effect of combining
these two funds. The combined OASDI
fund gains tax revenues under the real-
location plan between 1982 and 1985 and
loses revenues in 1990-2004. Beginning
in 2005, OASI gets more revenues than
under current law and DI less, although
the combined OASDI and the HI fund
get the same tax rates after 2005 as are
now scheduled under current law.

This combination of reallocation of
tax rates and interfund borrowing be-
tween OASI and DI was designed to pro-
duce approximately the same combined
trust fund balances for OASDHI as if
interfund borrowing were allowed among
all three funds. But since borrowing from
HI has been ruled out, the real concern
is about the trust fund balances under
OASDI and HI, separately.

Experts agree that the OASDI trust
funds should remain at least at 13 to 14
percent of annual expenditures in order
to maintain a reasonable margin of safe-
ty, and that reserves below 12 percent are
certainly inadequate to guarantee the
uninterrupted flow of monthly benefit:
checks. .

While this bill may get us beyond the
immediate hurdle of 1982, the steps tak-
en will not be adequate in the short term
for at least three reasons.

First, Mr. President, I wish to submit
for the Recorp the following Social Se-
curity Administration estimates. I ask
unanimous consent that they be printed,
Mr. President.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

TRUST FUND RATIOS UNOER SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
PROPOSAL AT BEGINNING OF YEAR (BASED ON ALTERNA.
TIVE 11-B OF 1981 TRUSTEES REPORT)

* (In percent, calendar years)

HI OASDI-HI

0ASi Dl 0ASOI
B 20 18 4 2
3 B3 13 88 2
7o v 3 19
7 2% 18 & 18
2 150 14
2 13 13 2 14
n 9 12 2 1"
10 n2 13
8 2 9. - 14 10
6 21 8 3 7

" Source: Office ‘of the Acteary, ‘Social Security Admin-
Istration, Sept. 29, 1981.

Mr. HEINZ. According to these projec-
tions, OASDI balances decline during the
decade even after the proposed adjust-
ments will have been made. Leaving aside
the critical question of whether the un-
derlying assumptions are reasonable or
even credible until later in this discus-
slon, the fact is that, even under this set
of assumptions, the balances after 1985
become low—in my judgment danger-
ously low in the mid-1980's and disas-
trously low by the end of the decade.

Reserve ratios of 9 percent and 8 per-
cent in 1989 and 1990 are certainly in-
adequate to maintain a smooth flow of
checks to beneficlaries. The 88SA esti-
mates above also show that the HI trust
fund balances will decline dramatically -
during the 1980's—reaching 3 percent of
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expenditures by 1990. In order to bail out
the old age and survivors fund, this bill
in fact accelerates the demise of the HI
fund. .

The second reason we should harbor
no illusions that this action is adequate
is that the projections above leave no
margin for error. The Congressional
Budget Office, in the testimony of Di-
rector Alice Rivlin before the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee on September 22, indi-

TABLE 2.—PROJECTIONS OF SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUND QUTLAYS, |
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cated that even with the use of interfund
borrowing among the three trust funds,
and the savings realized through the Om-
nibus Reconciliation Act, the margin for
error is extremely slim.

In fact, the CBO said that if the econ-
omy followed an only slightly more pessi-
mistic path, the trust fund reserves, un-
der interfund borrowing, would become
insufficient as early as 1984. At best, we
gre placing no better than an even money

[in biltions of dollars]
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bet, with the consequences of losing that
bet no less than financial chaos for social
security recipients.

Mr. President, at this point, I wish to
introduce into the Recorp the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s pessimistic fore-
cast. I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed at this point.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

NCCMES, AND BALANCES, UNDER PESSIMISTIC ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS BY CALENDAR YEAR

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 . 1989 1990
Old age and survivors insurance:
Qutlays.... Lemvomes oo P 126.9 141.2 156.0 170.4 185.4 201.5 218.9 236.9 251.5 278.1
Incomed. . .o eoeenn .- 122.7 128.7 139.2 149.9 167.6 181.5 185.7 211.2 221.0 262.2
Year-end balance...... ... . 18.7 6.1 -10.7 -31.3 —49.0 -68.1 -92.2 -117.9 —148.5 ~165.4
. Start-of-year balance (as p t of outlays) 18.0 13.2 3.9 . -6.3 -16.9 ~24.3 -31.6 ~38.9 —145.8 ~53.2
Dlsabilltr insurance:
Qutlays....__.... R - 18.1 19.8 20.7 21.9 23.3 25.3 27.1 28.% N1 338
INCOM Y. e ae oo e comrecmmmm e mm e mcmmma e yaae 16.9 23.1 25.8 28.5 36.0 40.3 44.9 50.0 55.4 69.3
Year-end balance. ... ____....__ e 2.4 5.7 10.8 17.6 30.3 45.3 63.2 84.2 108.5 144.4
Start-of-year balance (as percent of outlays).ccoccamcmen 20.0 12.3 21.8 49.9 75.4 118.8 162.5 218.7 270.8 .3
Hospital insurance:
Qutlays._. 30.1 34.4 39.6 45.4 51.8 58.9 66.9 76.0 86.2 97.9
income '___ 3.1 38.8 42.1 46.4 52.0 60.0 64.8 69.6 74.2 79.6
Year-and balance. ..o e oo iviaenemiecnmemasaceas 18.7 23.2 "26.3 21.3 2.4 28.5 26.3 20.0 7.8 -10.4
Start-of-year batance (as p t of ys). 85.7 54.4 58.6 §1.9 52.6 46.5 42.5 u.7 23.2 8.1
- Combined OASI, DI, and Hi: :
OQutlays. .. PR 175.1 195.5 216.3 231.71 260.5 285.7 312.8 341.7 374.9 410.5
Income . __...... 174.7 180.7 207.7 224.8 255.6 281.8 305.4 330.7 356.5 4110
Year-end balance... . ooeeouioena-oy 39.8 35.1 26.5 13.6 8.6 4.7 -2.7 -13.7 ~32.0 ~31.5
Start-of-year balance (as percent of outlays). coo—ceeee 23.0 20.4 16.2 1.1 5.2 3.0 1.§ -0.8 3.7 =1.8

§ Income to the trust funds Is budget authority. I8 includes payroll tax receipts, interest on

balances, and certain general fund transfers.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, as you
examine these statistics, please bear in
mind that this bill, because it prohibits
borrowing from the HI fund, would make
considerably less money available for
basic social security benefits than is im-
plied by the bottom line of this table.

The third reason we must recognize
the inadequacy of this response is that
all the economic forecasts—whether by
SSA or CBO—make the usual but totally
unrealistic assumption that there will be
8 smooth development of the economy
and that we will experience no cyclical
reversals and downturns, such as the
recession that we now find ourselves in.
Even with trust fund reserves as high as
13 to 14 percent, these margins will not
‘be sufficient if the economy goes through
any significant dips or valleys of the kind
we seem to be expcriencing with increas-
ing frequency.

In short, those who believe this bill will
solve the short-term financing problem
of social security are making & bad bet.
The committee bill, though helpful in
the short run, is far from a complete
solution to social security’s financing
problems in the 1980’s. And the risk is
that if the economy fails to improve to
the levels assumed by the intermediate
11-B forecast, that the fund balances will
become insufficient well before the end of
the decade. It is worth noting that the
so-called pessimistic assumptions, under
which a crisis occurs in 1984, are in fact,
more optimistic than our dctual experi-
ence of the last 5 years. =

LONG-TERM FINANCING PROBLEMS OF
. SOCIAL SECURITY

Even under the most optimistic fore=
casts this bill can only postpone the social
security financing problem for the next
several years. Congress failed to solve the

reconciliation bill of 1981,

Source: CBO. Based on pessimistic economic assumptions. Includes the effects of the omnibus

Note: Minus sign denotes 8 deficit.

long-range problems of the system with
the 1977 legislation, despite its intent to
do so. This year Congress has failed to
even try to take the necessary steps to
put social security on a fiscally sound
basis. )

Under the intermediate II-B assump-
tions in the most recent trustees report,
long-range forecasts once &gain present
an adverse picture for the OASI and DI
programs. Social security actuaries pro-
ject that under intermediate II-B as-
sumptions, the OASDI program needs 12
percent more in financial resources than
it has under current law in the 2006-3"
period, and 36 percent more in the 2031~
65 period. Under pessimistic assumptions,
the OASDI program needs 41 percent
more in financial resources in 2006-39
and 105 percent more in the 2031-55
period.

The sharp increase in costs reflects the
changing demographic structure of the
population. The ratio of the beneflciaries
to covered workers is projected to rise
dramatically as the post-World War II
baby boom generation begins reaching
retirement age after 2010. At that time,
the working population will be of the low
fertility generation that began in the
late 1960’s. The ratio of contributors to

beneficiaries is projected to decline from .

3.2to 1l in 1981 to 2.0 to 1 in 2030.

We have the time now to seek creative
solutions which may, at least in part,
reverse the trends contributing to the
deficits. But any long-range restructur-
ing of social security benefits and tax
levels requires ample leadtime, to give
people fair notice about the changes in
retirement rules, benefits or tax rates, so
that they have the opportunity to make
appropriate adjustments in their per-
sonsal Plans, ’

Any changes have to be introduced
gradually, and extend over a long period
of time. That is why its essential to begin
addressing the long-term problem as
soon as possible. Although the changes
in benefits under the Omnibus Recon-
ciliation Act of 1981 reduce the long-term
social security deficit by 0.17 percent of
payroll under intermediate assumptions,
this only lowers the average 75-year
deficit under intermediate II-B assump-
tions from 1.82 percent of taxable pay-
roll to 1.65 percent. Mr. President, it.
should be obvious to all that much re-
mains to be done.

LOSS OF PUBLIC CONFIDENCE

The fact is, Mr. President, that the
people of this country are very much
aware -0f both the short-term and the
long-term problems.

The worst problem of all, My. Presi-
dent, is that the recurring news of social
security’s financial problems has eroded
public confidence in the ability of social
security to meet its future commitments.
While most Americans support the goals
of the social security system, many who
are paying social security taxes now are
doubting whether it will be around to
pay their benefits when it is their turn
to retire. There are even those who be-
lieve the situation. is so hopeless that
we should simply throw in the towel and
scrap the whole system.

“A 1979 Study of American Attifuides
Toward Pensions and Retirement,” com-
missioned by Johnson and Higgins and
conducted by Louis Harris and Asso-
clates, Inc., found that more than 8 out
of 10 current employees have “less than
full confidence” that social security will

‘ray them benefits to which they. are en=

titled when they retire; 42 percent have
“hardly any confidence at all.”
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“A - Nationwide Survey of Attitudes
Toward Social Security,” prepared for
the National Commission on Social Secu-
rity by Peter D. Hart Research Asso-
ciates, Inc., found in 1980 that 61 percent
of the nonretired have little confidence
that funds will be available to pay their
retirement benefits. These doubts were
expressed by almost three-fourths of

-"those between ages 25 and 44. ]

The National Federation of Independ-
ent Business commissioned a survey of
1,500 voting age adults between April 2
and April 8, 1981. Overall, the study
found “a serious lack of confidence in
the retirement program * * * across all
segments of American society.” Nearly 7
out of 10 Americans—68 percent—recog-
nize that the social security program is in
financial trouble. Two-thirds of the
adults surveyed—687 percent—are wor-
ried about their retirement income. Only
28 percent expressed confidence in the
future and say they are unconcerned.
Confidence in the program shrinks sig-
nificantly among younger age groups.

More recently. the New York Times/
CBS poll of 1,487 adults conducted in
June 28-July 1, 1981, found that a major-
ity of the American people—54 percent—
no longer believe that the social security
system will have the money available to
pay them the full benefits they would be
entitled to at retirement. The age break-
down of those who doubt that social
security will provide full benefits for
their own retirement is also instructive.

NEW Yorx TimEs/CBS PorL

Percentage who doubt that soclal security
will provide full benefits for their own re-
tirement: -

5664 YEArS. e o cccccceccccca——.
686 and OVer . cececmcececancecncnaane 13

This poll confirms earlier findings that
the confidence problem is serious, and
more acute among younger and middle-
aged workers. But it also demonstrates
that roughly one-third of those ap-
proaching retirement, 55 to 64 years, and

1 out of 8 of those 65 and over also have

serious doubts. There is simply no reason
to doubt the failing credibility of our
citizenry in this, the most needed, of our
programs. )

I believe that the worst problem facing
social security is the massive loss of pub-
lic confidence in the system’s ability to
deliver future benefits. The loss of con-
fidence is genuine cause for alarm be-
cause the whole social insurance system
rests upon a compact across generations:
Younger workers pay taxes to finance the
benefits to retired and disabled workers
and their familles, with the expectation
that the younger generations of the
future will do the same for them when
it is thelr turn to retire. Growing doubts
about the future of social security threat-
en to undermine workers’ willingness to
support the payroll tax on which the en-
tire system rests. .

Further, although the crisis of con-
fidence among younger workers is now
well documented, few people have
focused on the heightened anxieties of
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retired Americans, who have suffered
through & summer of alarm and uncer-
tainty about their benefit checks, along
with older working people who are plan-
ning for their retirement in a few years.

The widespread lack of public confi-
dence in social security is not a failure of
public relations, s¢ to speak. It is an in-
formed public reaction to the short-term
and long-term financing problems of
soclal security which I discussed earlier.

The only thing that will really improve
public confidence is the assurance that
Congress has acted responsibly to put the
social security program on a fiscally
sound basis. To date Congress has not
done so, and this bill does not provide
that assurance.

Let me emphasize that even the short-
term repair measures undertaken in this
bill—its short-term. financing proposals
to reallocate the tax rates and permit
partial interfund borrowing—still leave
‘the program in an extremely vulnerable
condition in the short term. And this bill
does not even attempt to address the
long-term deficit. .

If Congress, in the near future, does
not get down to meeting its public respon=
sibility, we are going to have the people in
this country believing that we are totally
incapable of acting responsibly, until we
have not only a problem but also a crisis
of such magnitude that not only do we
deal with it too late, but also, we find
that we do not know how to deal with it
effectively.

Ibelieve that the Senate Finance Com-
mittee would like to deal with social
security at the earliest possible date, but
I am not always convinced that all the
Members of Congress—not just on the
Senate side but on the House side as
well—are willing to address this issue.

I understand what politics is all about.
I understand the pressure in election
years. They come every 2 years on the
House side and every 6 years in the Sen-
ate, on the average,

Although I support the committee bill
as the most that can be accomplished in
the current political climate, I feel the
obligation to point out to my colleagues
that there is more to be done. The failure
of the Congress to finally resolve the
solvency issue leaves beneficlaries and
the working population in a chronic state
of uncertainty about futire benefits.
Postponing responsible action too long
may lead to dangerous and unforeseen
consequences. We simply should not
gamble with other people’s social security
benefits. Maybe if Members of Congress
were under the social security system,
rather than our own little. modified Fed-
‘eral employee benefits system, the Mem-
bers of Congress would begin to feel some
of the uncertainty and anxiety that our
senior citizens and working people now
feel. Maybe the way to get the attention
of the people on both sides of the Capitol
is to suggest that Members of Congress
should know what it is like to be the
goose, not the gander. I do not know why
there is s0 much reluctance to act.

I suspect that some of those who would
deny social security’s financial problems
secretly believe that if the system does,
in fact, fall, there will be no other re-
course than to use general revenues. But
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I would remind those people that the
opposite may also occur, that is, the
unwelcome severe and sudden benefit
cuts, on the order proposed by the ad-
ministration last May, In my judgment,
neither general revenue financing nor
severe benefit cuts are the correct ap-
proach. Further, it is certainly not ad-
visable to adopt any policy toward social
security that is triggered literally by the
default of the system.

Mr. President, today I call upon my
collsagues in the House and the Senate
to address seriously the real problems we
face in social security.

We must take action—and take action
soon—to restore the confidence of the
American people in the future ability of
social security to pay promised benefits.

Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. President, the
Senator from Missouri is proposing that
we come in through the back door and
make some very significant, dramatic,
and ill-advised changes in the way we
finance social security. Perhaps Senator
EAGLETON senses the advent of Halloween,
for he has attempted to cloak his amend-
ment in a Robin Hood disguise, claiming
that it would take from the rich and give
to.the poor. In his scheme of things the
rich are the big, bad oil companies who
are somehow responsible for America’s
energy problems. The poor are those who
are entitled to social security benefits.

Mr. President, it is not a difficult thing
for a senator from a nonproducing State
to stand on this fioor and deliver im-
passioned speeches against oil com-
panies. I suggest, however, that when it
comes to issues as important as energy
and social security, this country would
be well served by less passion and more
reason. .

The Senator is proposing that we
change the rules and start taxing newly
discovered oil and gas at full windfall
profit tax rates. That is an idea that
simply makes no sense, It is-unfair. It
will diminish the incentives for domestic
energy production and increase our de-.
pendence on OPEC,. It is also an inade-
quate, {ll-considered, Jjerry-rigged re-
sponse to the very real problems we will
face in the area of social -security
financing, .

Now, Mr. President, let me just take
a few minutes to explain why the Eagle-
ton amendment is poor energy policy.
Perhaps we should begin by asking a
very basic question: What was the pur-
pose of the windfall profit tax? I am an
opponent of that tax, but I think oppo-
nents and proponents can all agree that
it was designed to prevent oil companies

_from realizing the full benefit of decon-

trol of existing reserves. No one, as far
as I am aware, has ever suggested that
the windfail profit tax was designed to
apply to,energy that had not yet been
discovered.

In fact, the whole point of decontrol
was {o provide new incentives for Amer-
ica's energy producers to g0 out and take
the risks, spend the millions of dollars
to drill the deeper wells necessary to find
new oil and gas necessary for the energy
independence of this country.

If 1 were writing a textbook about how

our free market system responds to in-
centives for production, I would use
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energy as my first case study. Decades
of hobbling our domestic producers with
regulated, artificially low prices for their
product stiffied the search for energy in
this country and brought us to a dan-
gerous dependence on imported sources
of energy. But then we finally took off
the shackles of regulation and offered
the incentive of fair market pricing—
and look what happened. Today there
are 4,300 rigs operating in the United
States—nearly 1,200 more than at this
time last year. There are more than
twice as many rigs at work today as in
1977 when regulation was the rule.

Let me give some other numbers with
respect to energy production and en-

ergy utilization in this country.

: Back in 1977, we imported an average
of 8.8 million barrels per day. In April
of this year, we were down to 5.4 mil-
lion—and that is a reduction of almost
40 percent in imports.

Mr. President, that is the kind of pay-
off you get from decontrol, and that is
the sort of incentive Senator EaGLETON
threatens to eliminate. Let me also point
out that, contrary to much of the rhet-
oric on this issue, the primary victims
of the Eagleton amendment would not
be the major oil companies he is so fond
of criticizing but America's 12,000 in-
dependent producers. It is the independ-
ent producer who brings 9 out of 10 of
the new field wildcat wells into produc-

tion in this country. He accounts for over .

80 percent of the significant discoveries.
They are the ones who have responded
so dramatically to the carrot of incen-
tives. They are the ones who are going
to suffer under this amendment and are
going to have their cash flow cut down.
They are putting back 105 percent of
what they bring out of the hole back
into new production.

So I think it is relatively easy to es-
tablish that this amendment would have
a severe, negative impact on our ability
to find and produce more energy reserves
in this country. It is a one-way ticket
to increased OPEC dependency.

The amendment is equally unimpres-
sive as a response to our problems in the
area of social security financing. Social
security is an issue of vital concern to
150 million persons, to every retiree, ev-
ery wage earner in this country..

The Senator is proposing general rev-
enue financing for social security. That
is what it amounts to. It would be & sig-
nificant change of the past 50 years in
the way that the system has been fi-
nanced. And the Senator is proposing
that we take that step here today.

Mr. President, there are some tough .

decisions facing us -on the future of so-
cial security. As a Senator and as a mem-
ber of the Finance Committee, I am pre-
pared to face up to those problems and
help find some of the solutions that make
the best sense for America. But we are

- not going to look for the easy answers.
We are going to try to find the right
answers. ’ :

It may be that after a thorough study
of the problems and the options avail-
able to us, financing from general rev-
enue will be one of those seriously con-
sidered. But the point I want to make
is-that any dramatic break with past
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practice in social security financing must
be carefully and thoroughly considered.

. We have had subcommittee hearings
on social security financing in the Fi-
nance Committee, and I am confident
that we will have full committee hear-
ings. We will have an opportunity—the
Senate will have an opportunity—to give
the problem the careful consideration it
so clearly deserves. :

But to lurch . all of a sudden in the
direction of financing from general rev-
enues as part of an effort to strike at
America’s energy producers makes little
sense and I think it endangers the future
of social security.

Mr. President, I urge the defeat of
the Eagleton amendment.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to the amendment by the
Senator from Missourl which would take
taxes raised from the natural resources
of several States to fund the Federal so-
cial security program end would roll
back tax efforts passed just & few short
weeks ago as part of the President's Eco-
nomic Recovery Act.

In the Economic Recovery Act, inequi-
ties of the crude ofl excise tax were ad-
dressed. Necessary relief was provided in
the form of a reduction in the tax rate on
small royalty owners, new oil producers
and independent producers of stripper
oil. Support of these changes was bipar-
tisan and in the country’s best interests.

The public interest is best served
through government policies that pro-
mote continued development of our
scarce natural resources. Otherwise, our
Nation will never achieve the energy
independence we need in order to free us
from reliance upon unstable, foreign
sources of oil. Recent tragic events i the

‘Middle East have surely increased our
‘awareness of the dangers of such de-

pendency. The reduction in half of the
tax on newly discovered oil is important
to encourage development and additions
to our national resource base. The whole
rationale for the windfall profits tax has
been that it would be. & tax on inventory
profits. But there can be no profits tax
on something that has not even been dis-
covered yet,

The reduction in half of the tax on
new oil provides necessary incentives for
independent producers. Independent
producers play a major role in the pro-
duction of new ofl as the “wildcatters”
of the industry. Indpendent producers
account for 90 percent of new fleld wild-
cat wells, 80 percent of significant new
discoveries and in 1980 were responsible
for-85 percent of successful oil well com-
pletions. Now, more than ever, independ-
ents need the extra incentives that the
new ol tax reduction will provide them.
The cost of drilling an average well has
risen over 350 percent since 1970. It is

currently costing approximately $10 mil- -
"lion to drill a 20,000-foot well in Okla-
homa. At the same time, the cost of.

crude ofl is leveling off or in some cases
decreasing.

The windfall profits tax has,.in addi-
tion, created a tidal wave of complex
new crude oil regulations that have
swamped thousands of smaller opera-
tors, who are without the battalions”of
accountants and lawyers employed by
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the major ofl companies. The tax has
thus diverted substantial drilling rev-
enues into administrative overhead ex~
penses, further reducing an independ-
ent’s ability to compete. The relief pro-
vided by the Economic Recovery Act will
enable the small producers to keep & necs
essary part of our crude oil resources in
production.

The proposal of the Senator from
Missouri is also undesirable because it
fails to solve the problems confronting
the social security system.

It is important to realize that there are
better ways to alleviate the social secu~
rity’s short-term problem than the pro-
posal now before us. The use of wind-
fall profits tax revenues to finance social
security benefits would be, at best, &
stopgap measure which would be of
help to the social security system only
for a short time. The immediate prob-
lem facing social security, however, has
already been effectively addressed by the
Senate Finance Committee, Just last
week, in fact, the Finance Committee
unanimously agreed upon a package de-
sizned to keep the system afioat through
the next few turbulent years. Any pro-
posal that is acceptable to every member
of the Finance Committee should cer-
tainly take precedence over question=
able, untested proposals, particularly
those that legitimize an unfair and un=
necessary tax like the windfall profits
tax.

For the long term, the utility of the
proposal now before the Senate is even
more limited. Revenues from the wind-
fall profits tax are expected to diminish
over time, just about when ‘the
security system reaches real financial
dificulty. The solution of the long-term
problem facing the system can be found
only through changes within the system
itself. No extraneous, irrevelant proposal
such as the one currently before us will
be sufficient to guarantee the payment .
of social security benefits well into the

. 20th century. .

Mr. President, this proposal is offen
sive; it would be ineffective, and it should
be defeated. i
@ Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
I certainly share Senator EAGLETON’S
concern over the financial security of
the social security trust fund. But the
way this amendment approaches the is-
sue represents a step backward, and I
am afraid it signals a return to the politi-
cal infighting that has prevented any
real progress in preserving the soundness
of the Trust Fund over the last 10
months. .

The most encouraging development

-on the social security issue lies in the

fact that after months of disagreement,
the President, Speaker O’NemnL_ and rep-
resentatives from both political parties
have agreed on a bipartisan approach to
resolving it. A Presidential commission,
evenly divided between Republicans snd
Democrats, i8 being created to explore
every aspect of the system’s. problems,
and examine all possible solutions. The
committee will report its recommenda-
tions no later than January 1, 1983,

The Eagleton amendment seeks to
shortcut the bipartisan process that we
have all worked so hard to establish.
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There may well be some merit to the
Senator's suggestion that some of the
tax benefits granted the oil industry be
recycled into the social security trust
fund. In my judgment, many of those
tax benefits are indefensible, particu-
larly at a time when dollars are being
cut from so many domestic programs.
And I hope all of my colleagues will re-
member that many of these benefits
originated in the Democratic-controlled
House, not in the Republican Senate.

But the bipartisan commission is the

body that should be considering this pro-

" posal, along with the many other solu-
tions that have been offered to the social
security problem. This effort to shortcut
the bipartisan commission by forcing the
amendment directly to the Senate flioor
threatens to unravel the agreement that
created the commission, and return us
to the political infighting that has char~
acterized the issue throughout this ses-
sion of Congress.

I cannot support that approach. I sup-
port the process we have established, and
urge my colleagues to do likewise.

It is also essential to bear in mind that
the interfund borrowing provisions con-
tained in this bill are essential to insure
that those entitled to benefits continue
to recelve what they earned during the
next year and a half. The more we amend
the bill and depart from the Finance
Committee consensus, the harder it is
going to be to get this bill through con-
ference with the House. There are mil-
lions of retirement-age Americans who
need the reassurance that passage of the
interfund borrowing provisions will pro-
vide. To jeopardize those benefits by in-
termixing the social security issue with
tax issues, energy issues and other con-

-troversial matters is indefensible. :

The approach suggested by my distin-
guished colleague from Missourt is at best

" a plecemeal approach. In the very short-
run, it would replenish part of the trust
fund deficit by diverting revenues from
the windfall profits tax. But the revenues
from that tax will steadily decrease over
the next decade as the “windfall profits"
resulting from oil ‘decontrol gradually
disappear.

With the number of retired Americans
Increasing steadily, we cannot afford to
link the future of the social security trust
fund to a steadily decreasing source of
revenue. At best, this approach provides
2 small part of the ultimate solution.The
bipartisan committee is. the best forum
to determine how it should be combined
with other elements to insure & perma-
nent solution to the problems of the so-
cial security trust fund.

I urge my colleagues to put politics

aside on this issue, and reject the Eagle--

ton amendment. The retirement security
of millions of Americans depends on the
actions we are about to take. It is a time
for all of us to act responsibly, not po~
litically.@ L

Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
of Senator EacLETON be set aside tempo-
rarlly and that an amendment that I
will send to the desk be in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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UP AMENDMENT NO. 481
(Purpose: To provide for the release of in-
formation necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of section 223 relating to the pro-
hibition of payments to prisoners)

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

" The Senator from Missourt (Mr. Dan-

PORTH), for himself, Mr. CHILES, and Mr.
BENTSEN, proposes an unprinted amendment
numbered 481.

Mr. DANFORTH. 1 ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the bill add the following
new section: ‘

INFORMATION WITH RESPECT TO PRISONERS

Sec. . Section 223(f) of the Social Se-
curity Act 18 amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

“(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 552a of title 5, United States Code,
or any other provision of Federal or State
law, any agenocy of the United States Gov-
ernment or of any State (or political sub-
division thereof) shall make available to the
Secretary, upon written request, the name
and social security account number of any
individual confined in a jail, prison, or other
penal institution or correctional facility un-
der the jurisdiction of such agency pursuant
to his conviction of an offense which consti-
tuted a felony under applicable law, which
the Secretary may require to carry out the
provisions of this subsection.”.

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, ap-
proximately a year ago Congress enacted
the so-called Son-of-Sam amendment to
the Social Security Act. The Son-of-
Sam amendment was intended to deny
disability insurance payments to in-
mates in penitentiaries. The reason for
the Son-of-Sam amendment was clear in
that obviously the purpose of disability
insuranze is to pzrmit those who are un-
able to work to have a means of provid-
ing for their food and shelter.

Inmates in penal institutions obvious-
ly have all of their food and shelter pro-
vided for them and, therefore, disability
insurance for them is not necessary.

It is estimated that about 3,200 prison-
ers throughout this country have been
recelving disability insurance. -

The Son-of-Sam amendment denying
disability insurance payments to prison
fnmates was enacted by Congress and
was signed into law a year ago. However,
& technical problem arose between the
Bureau of Prisons and the Social Securl-
ty Administration, in that the Bureau of
Prisons took the position that informa-
tion as to who was in the prisons could
not be made available to the Social
Security Administration under the Fed-
eral Privacy Act. In addition, a similar
problem arose with respect to State pri-
vacy laws. :

To a larger extent that procedural

problem has been worked out by regula-
tions and by arirengement between the
Social Security Administration and the
Bureau of Prisons and various State gov-
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ernments. However, the present concern
is that court challenges will be made as
to the validity of the regulations and
that the problem will be with us for
some time,

The amendment that is now pending
does two things. First of all, it makes
clear in the statute that the Federal Pri«
vacy Act is inapplicable in this case and
that the Social Security Administration
will be allowed access to prison records.
second, the amendment would preempt
State privacy laws to make it clear that
the Social Security Administration can
get the records for its purposes.

This amendment, Mr. President, has
been cleared with both the chairman
and the ranking minority member of the
Finance Commitiee. I believe that it is
acceptable to both of them.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, the
amendment has been cleared with the
minority members of the committee, and
I congratulate the Senator from Mis-
sourl. So often when we pass legislation,
we do not get around to doing the house-
keeping matters necessary. '

I wish to be added as a cosponsor, if I
may, to the amendment.

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimosus consent that Senator BENT-
SEN and Senator Sasser be added as co-
sponsors, and also I wish to note that
the Senator from Florida, Senator
CHILES, 15 also a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Senator
from Missourt is correct. This has been
tleared. It is a good amendment. It will
simply facilitate the efforts of the Soclal
Security Administration in carrying out
the wishes of Congress in the 1980 legis-
lation as the Senator pointed out.

In order to suspend the payment of
soclal security disability benefits to pris=-
oners, as enacted in 1980, the Social Se-
curity Administration (SSA) requires in-
formation from the Federal Bureau of
Prisons and from States to identify the
relevant prisoners. Under various privacy
acts, this information cannot be released
without tle consent of the prisoner.

This amendment would effectively ex-
empt the Federal Bureau of Prisons and
the heads of State and local governments
from the Privacy Act for the purpose of
transmitting the information required
by the Social Security Administration.

The pertinent information would be
names and social security numbers. I
certatlnly am willing to accept the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Missouri.

The amendment (UP No.. 481) was
agreed to.

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I
move to.reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 581

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question recurs on the amendment of the

Senator from Missouri.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I oppose the
Eagleton amendment because I believe
it would tend to make a welfare program
out of the social security program.

Mr. President, since the beginning of
the social security program, the purpose
was to set up a program where working
people would contribute to the program.
" The more they made, the more they
would pay into the system. And when
they retired, they would have benefits
larger if they paid more into the fund
during their working years, and smaller
if they paid less into the fund.

Now, it is not entirely an insurance
program, because the Federal Govern-
ment 18 not really in the insurance busi-
ness. It is for that reason that the Fed-

eral Government chose to levy a tax
* rather than attempt to assess & premium

to pay for the social security benefits.

But, Mr. President, the insurance
principle is carried out in the social se-
curity program and it is for that reason
that we are justified in paying larger
benefits to those in the middle and up-
per brackets than we do to those in lower
brackets.

The amendment seeking to tax so-
called “windfall profits” levies & tax on
the producer. We have discussed this
subject before. There is no doubt about
it—this is not a tax on the consumer.
The windfall profit tax is an excise tax
on the producer of the product. The
price of the oil is fixed by world market
conditions. The oil is sold in competi-
tion with oil produced elsewhere around
the world. The American producer gets

" less for his oil because the tax is sub-
tracted from the amount that he would
otherwise receive.

So this is a case of taking a tax that
has nothing whatever to do with social
security to help finance the social secu-
rity program. The Senator would au-
thorize an appropriation to use these
funds.

Mr. President, to a considerable de-
gree this is the same proposal as the one
made by those who say that we should
finance social security out of general
revenues, or finance it out of the deficit.
The Government already has a very
large deficit, and it appears that it is
going to continue to have a deficit for
som years to come. If we see fit to levy

ditjonal “taxes that have nothing
whatever to do with the social security
program, then those taxes should be
used to reduce the deficit that this Na-
tion faces rather than to make a wel-
fare program out of -the social security
program.

Mr. President, when former President
Jimmy Carter was in the White House,
the idea did find some appeal in ad-
ministration circles to use ‘“general
revenues” to finance the social security
program. The Senator from Louisiana
at that time was chairman of the
Finance Commiitee, and he told the
President of the United States that he
would not support any such proposal
as that. In fact, he said he would vigor-
ously oppose it, because it was the feel-
ing of this Senator that once we started
financing by so-called general revenues,
the social security program would lose
its insurance connection end from that
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point forward it would be just one more
program in the Government adding to
the huge deficits tending to undermine
this Government’s solvency and tending
to reduce the ability of this Government
to make good on any commitment it
made to anybody.

The flnancing of the social security
program is based on a sound principle.
People can criticize the fact that there is
some doubt that we will have enough
money coming in to meet the payout re-
quirements during the next few years.
There are also some doubts that after
the year 2015 we will have enough
money coming in to meet the demands
on the program.

But, Mr. President, the social security
program is not broke. it is not bankrupt.
It is the one program that has continued
to pay for itself. It is different from the
general fund of the Treasury which has
run up a deflcit now of more than a
trillion dollars, and which caused us to
raise the debt limit recently to borrow
more money from citizens to finance
other activities of Government.

8o, Mr. President, it is the view of this
Senator that the way the program is fl-
nanced is sound. We should continue to
finance it that way. We ought to finance
it with a payroll tax. There are a num-
ber of reasons why we ought to do that.

One reason is that those who wish to
pay out more and more social benefits,
gome people who have very good inten-
tions toward their fellow man but who
may not be concerned with fiscal respon.
sibility, want us to pay more and more
benefits and they do not want to raise
the taxes to pay for them. When they
come wanting to pay more benefits for
the sick, for the retired, for the disabled,
or others, those of us in the Congress
can say to them, “Well, we might be able
to provide you some help in what you are
seeking to do, but if you want to do this
under the social security program, those
who benefit will have to pay a tax in
order to pay the cost of it.” -

That tends to dampen the ardor of
those who want to vastly expand the
benefits. As has been pointed out in
other debates about this program, the
long-term estimate is that the program
could be short by a trillion dollars or
more. We will have to make our plans to
see that there will be enough money to
pay out the benefits. .

If we cannot raise enough money with
& payroll tax to pay for this program,
then we should seriously consider trim-
ming back the long-run cost of the pro-
gram, recalculating the way we arrive at
the benefit of those who go on the rolls at
some time in the future so that we can
live within the révenues that will flow
into the fund, just as an insurance com-
pany would have to do if it had sold pro-
grams and was taking in premiums and

-found that the revenue avallable to it was
not adequate to pay all the benefits. They
would have to trim back and pay what it
could with the revenues it had available
for that purpose.

Mr. President, I have had prepared a
memo to discuss the various arguments
against this proposed amendment. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

1
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There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered, to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows: , '
EacLETON AMENDMENT No. 681 To H.R. 4331:
. UsE oF OIL TAx REVENUES FOR B0CIAL SECU-

RITY RESERVES -

DESCRIPTION OF THE AMENDMENT

The Eagleton amendment would increase
the tax on newly discovered oil and set aside
the proceeds of the tax increase in a new
trust fund. The tax rates applicable to newly

discovered oil under the “windfall profit*
provisions of the tax code are &s follows:

[In percent]

. Present Eagleton
Year: law umendment’ .
1982 aucecicea. e 27.8 80
1988 acccacaceen . 25.0 80
1084 aecmcccvcecen 22.8 g0
1088 cececeuccnnan 20.0 80
1086 and afteri.... 18.0 a0

1Until tax phases out, starting about 1860,

The increased revenues from the above
tax change would be déposited in a newly
established reserve Trust Fund. The amounts
80 deposited could be subsequently transe
ferred to the soclial security trust funds to
the extent so provided in subaequenc appro=
priations acts.

MAJOR ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE AMENDMENT

1. Changes self-supporting nature of social
security program.—Social Security enjoys »
special degree of support compared with
many other government hbenefit programs
because it is self-supporting. Beneficiaries
can consider themssives to have earned thelr

‘benefit rights because they supported the

program during their working years through:
& tax on their wages. Adoption of the amend.
ment 18 & major step towards changing this
program into just another welfare program
funded by general governmeént revenues, )

2. Severs relationship between wages and
benefits.—Social security benefits are cone
sidered an earned right because the benefits
an individual recelves At retirement are re
lated to the wages on which taxes were pald
over the individual’s working lifetime. The
amendment would end the relationship be-
tween social security revenues and the wages
upon which benefits are based.

8. Proposed revenues unrelated to social
security—There is no particular reason to
use & tax on oil to support the soclal secue
rity system. Given the desirability of varie
ous benefit increase proposals, this amend-
ment could be a significant precedent for
any number of other taxes which seem to
affect & limited segment of the economy as
& means of financing benefit liberalizations,

4. Makes social security compete with other
general fund programs in the budget proce
ess.~The amendment proposes & specific tax
increase to fund the soclal security system.
But this means that the socall security proe
gram would be dependent upon a segment
of what are really & part of general govern-
mental revenues unrelated to the program
{tself. This places the soclal securtly proe
gram in direct competition with approprie
ated fund programs in the budget process.

5. Makes the continued payment of social
security benefits subject to the annual &p~
propriations process.—The amendment does
not increase the assurance that benefits
would continue to be pald, since the ine
creased revenues would be available for pay-
ing soclal security benefits only when sube

. sequent appropriations acts so provide. As

& result, the security of benefit payments
would be made subject to approval in annual
appropriations acts which might, for exame=
ple, be vetoed or otherwise delayed because
of rea:.som having nothing to do with social
security. .
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. First, I commend the
distinguished Senator from Loulsiana
for his remarks. I hope to talk a little
bit about this {ssue tomorrow. It cer-
tainly seems to me with the kind of def-
icits we are running, and those which

we will be confronted with over the next

several years, if they want to use the
general tax revenues they ought not put
it there. We ought not put general rev-
enues into solving the long-term prob-
lems of social security. .

Mr. President, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. DOMENICI. Is the amendment of
the Senator from New Mexico in order
at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business i3 the amendment of
the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent
to temporarily lay aside the amendment
of the Senator from Missouri so that we
can consider the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 488
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of Health
and Human Services to report to the Con-
gress with respect to screening of social
security payments to prevent payments t¢
deceased individuals)

Mr. DOMENICI. I send an ameud-
ment to the desk and ask for its im
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows.:

The BSenator from New Mexico (Mr.
DonMeNicr) proposes an unprinted amend-
ment numbered 482,

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the bill add the following
rew section:

REPORT TO CONGRESS

8ec. . The Secretary of Health and Hu-
man Services shall report to the Congress
within 80 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act with respeot to the actions
being taken to prevent payments from being
made under title IT of the Social Becurity
Act to deceased individuals, including to the
extent possible the use of the death records
available under the medicare program to
screen the cash benefit rolls for such de-
cessed individuals.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, in re-
cent days there has been a series of
articles which obviously caused great
concern t0 many Americans while we
discussed the solvency of the social se-
curity fund. It has become obvious that
the Social Security Administration does
not have a system to assure that when
beneficlaries die we stop paying. This is
not a question of whether or not we are
changing benefits. As reported, they have
recently found some deceased where the
check has been going on for 14 years
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after they died. In fact, in one case i%
was a rather deplorable situation be-
cause, 8s & matter of fact, one of the kin
of the deceased had been using the
money for 14 years. When it was dis-
covered, it resulted in some anguish and
a lot of family disputes. Ultimately, it
ended up in suicide.

Basically, we know now that as a re-
sult of these very cursory reports that
8,000 deceased were receiving benefiw
for substantial periods of time after thoy
had already departed and left this world.

It seems to this Senator that at the
minimum, while we are concerning our
living social security recipients about the
solvency of the fund, we ought to do
whatever we can to see to it that this
situation is changed.

My amendment is a simple one. It
merely orders the Secretary of Health
and Human Services to report within
90 days to the Congress telling us what
actions they are going to take to put

_into the social security computer system

evidence that exists in this country when
people have died, and to give us a report
on how they are going to try to make
sure that they have the best system
possible to see to it that this does not
continue.

I have run this amendment by both
the majority floor manager and the
minority floor manager, I believe they
are willing to accept the amendment.

Mr. President, the Social Security Ad-
ministration has been continuing bene-
fits to 8,000 deceased recipients. In the
last 15 years deceased persons were
mailed benefits accruing to more than
$60 million.

It is amazing to me that no one at
the Administration thought this type of
fraud or abuse was occurring and that a
systematic check has not been initiated.

In many cases friends or relatives
cashed the checks for their own use.
There is also the possibility that un-
scrupulous employees who monitor
death notices have allowed payments to
continue, diverting them to their own
accounts.

Mr. President this amendment is very

. simple. It requires the SBocial Security

Administration to report to the Congress
within 90 days how it proposes to elimi-
nate payments to deceased recipients.
In this age of computers there must be
8 simple, inexpensive method of cross
checking lists and immediately halting
overpayments. I understand that in
many cases citizens voluntarily notify
the Administration when someone has
passed away and benefits still continue.
There 18 no question that this manager-
ial blundering is what we promised the
American people we would ferret out. I
will eagerly await the proposal of the
Social Security Administration.

I yleld to the distinguished Senator
from Kansas..

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Presldent I thank the
Senator from New Mexico.
_ Mr. President, it may seem strange to
some, but this happens. When we are
talking about millions of dollars in ben-
efits being paid to people who left no
forwarding address, it is a problem and
I thank the Senator from New Mexico.
In fact, they are about the only people
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we have not heard from on soclal secur- -
ity. They have not complained about re-
form of the program, I will say that. But
it 15 a multimillion-dollar lcss that
should be recovered.

Senator Douexniors amendment will
serve & real purpose, especially in light
of recent newspaper accounts. I have a
couple here. One 8ays, “Miilions of Dol-
lars in benefits; Up to 10,000 Dead Malled
Checks.” They were malled checks. - :

There is also an article entitled, “88
Aims to Recoup Funds Paid to Dead.”
I ask unanimous consent that they be
printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Rncoan.,
as follows:

MnLIONS OF DOLLARS IN Bnn'rm. Ur ]
10,000 Dzap MAnXDp CHECKS .

WASHINGTON. — Government investigators
have uncovered at least 8,500 cases in which
Social Security benefits are still being patd
to people who are listed as dead on Medicare
records, officials said Wednesday.

Social Seourity Commissioner John A. 8v-
ahn said the investigation, which is still
under way, may find that 88 many as 10,000
dead people are still being sent monthly
Soclal Security checks involying up to $60
million in overpayments.

~ The longest period of undue payments dis- .
covered 80 far dates back 18 '

;}eau to 1968.
when Medicare was begun by former
dent Lyndon Johnson.

Svahn said he found the payment nbusee
“astounding.” -
“The thing that amazes me the most is
that no one ever thought about it—no one

ever did anything about it,” he satd.

The Department of Health and !mmm
Services, Inspector General's Office, using as
many &s 80 investigators to match computer
lists and ‘trace the money, turned up 8,518
cases In which Medicare reports showed &
person was dead but Goom Security benefits
were not stopped.

With reviews completed on 1,300 cases, au-
thorities have determined ‘at least 1,100 were
actusally dead and 190 were alive but reported
dead by recording errors.

Among the 1,100 deceased beneficlaries,
payments avmxlng $292 per month have
continued for an average of 4414 months
since the person dled.

Richard Kusserow, inspector general of
HHS, said those improper payments amount
to about 13,000 per case. Total taxpayer
cost was $14.3 million. He sald the govern-

. ment expects t0 recover most of the known

overpayments.
" *In some instances it's our fault becauss
people have notified us that someons has
passed away and we hdave mnot terminated
their benefits.”

Checks for the 1.100 confirmed dead people
will be stopped effective Oct. 3, the next date
for Social Security payments, Svahn said.
Henceforth Medicare death records will be
checked against the Socdial Becurity rolls, he
sald.

Kusserow said mvestlgators also are look-
ing into’ the possibility, that unscrupulous
Boclal Security employees who monitor death
notices-have allowed payments to continue,
diverting them to their own accounts.

“We know from excverience that this type -
of fraud and sbuse éxists,” he gaid. -

He also sald that in some cases relatives

simply saved benefit checks—for up to 10
years—and returned ‘them when confronted
by investigators.
, "“It"s absolutely amazing to me it has been
allowed to exist,” S8vahn sald. But he indi-
cated it was just the latest of several em-
barassments linked t0 what he has called
Soclal Security’s archalc computer system. -

Qther problems molm:le continuling pay-
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ments to allens deported from this country
and . disability benefits still going to prison-
ers, which Congress outlawed last year, he
sald.

S8 AmMs To Recour Funps PAI To DEAD

WASHINGTON.—John Henry Sydnor. of Bal-
timore died on May 81, 1977, but as in the
cases of about 8,000 other dead people, his
Soclal Security benefits kept flowing-—total-
ing $14.287 over four years. .

Overall, deceased persons were mailed ben-
efits—for up to 15 years—accruing to more
than $60 million. Investigators belleve the
money was pocketed by friends, relatives or
. even Social Security employees.

Social Security Administration chief John
Svahn says he is “astounded” by the costly
blunder, which was disclosed Wednesday.

“The thing that amazes me the most is
that no one ever thought about it; no one
ever did anything about it,” Svahn satd.

. Richard Kusserow, inpector general of the

Department of Health and Human Services,
said he will press for triminal and civil

penalties against anyone who has improperly:

cashed benefit checks deposited in the ac-
counts of dead people.

The government ex_peéts to recoup much of

the money, he sald.
Sydnor’'s son John Henry Jr., & respected
82.year-old photographer, took his life last

week, just hours after an FBI agent ngked -

Sydnor about his deposit of his fathers
monthly benefit ehecks in his bank account.

Investigators surmised the younger Sydnor
succumbed to the temptation created by the
government bungle—and was overcome by
the damage the episode would do to his
reputation.

In another instance, agents of the inspec-
tor general’s office at the Department of
Health and Human Services found $63,000 in
checks were sent to relatives of a deceased
' -Bocial Security beneflelary over & 14-year
period.

-Federal prosecutors in New Yerk, Chticago,
Loe Angeles and other major cities now are
picking up the pileces, considering criminal
charges against those who capitalized on the
error and kept the payments, now averaging
€374 & month.

The 8.518 cases resviewed s0 far invelved
Medicare’s death records through March
1081. Svahn sald that bringing the investiga-
tion up.to date may turn up a total of
10,000 cases.

Of the first 2.858 cases, investigators found
at least 1,100 were actually dead and 180
were still alive. - .

Payments to the 1,100 deceased benefi-
ciaries averaged $292 per month for an aver-
age of 44)% months after death. In these
cases alone, the overpayments amounted to
$14.3 millon. '

- Checks for the 1,100 confirmed dead peo-
ple will be stopped. effective Saturday, the
next date for Soclal Security payments,
Svahn said. '

" Svahn contended the Reagan administra-

tlon should get the credit for curbing the -

waste of taxpayer dollars, but it could not be
learned whose idea it actually was to match
the computer lists.

Laura Genero, an HHS spokeswoman, sald
the success of matching the lists “‘vindicates
our whole effort to eross match government
records to root out waste, fraud and abuse.”

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think that .

is important. What I think the Senator
from New Mexico has in mind is to make
certain that there is some procedure in
the Social Security Administration for
ldenutfémg benefits that should be ter-

I understand that the admnistration
is already moving to0 end this problem.
Benator Domrnior's amendment will
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lend a éertain sense of urgency to the

Social Security Administration’s contin-
uing efforts to update beneficlary rec-
ords 50 that benefits will be terminated
on & timely basis when appropriate.

Mr. President, I certainly will accept
the amendment. I think it is a good
amendment. The amendment has been
discussed with the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana, as far as I know, and
he has no objection.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank Senator Dore for his concern
about the issue that I have raised and
for his willingness to accept this amend-

ment, which will mandate the Secretary

~to come up with the administrative and
management package and give it to the
Senate through the Committee on Fi-
nance within 90 days. I think it is im-
berative, if we are going to gain the con-
fidence of our people, that while we are
worried about solvency and about such
things as the unearned social security
benefit situation, we assure them that as
to the millions of dollars going to the
deceased, as Senator Dorg has indicated
heretofore, we have a way of minimiz-
ing it if not eliminating it in toto.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. I yleld the floor,
Mr. President.

Mr. DOLE. Mr, President, I move the |,
m e -number is as common as a driver’s ii-

adoption of the amendment.

" The PRESIDING OFFICER. The'

question Is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. .

The amendment (UP No. 483) was
agreed to,

‘Mr. DOMENICI. I move 0 reconsider
Ahe vote by which the amendment was
agreed to. ‘

- Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table. :

The motion to.lay on the table
agreed to.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 483
(Purpose: To provide penalties for the mis-
use of social security numbers)

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Montana (Mr. Bavcus)

was

on behalf of himself, Mr. CHILES, and MT.. .

Harry F. Byro, Jr., proposes an unprinted
smendment numbered 483,

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask unanimous con-
selrgﬁ. that further reading be dispensed
w .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as foliows:

At the end cf the bill add the following
new section: ) )

BEC. . (a) Section 208 (g) of the Social
Security Act 18 amended—

(1) In the matter preceding paragraph

- (1), by inserting "or for the purpose of ob-

Taining anything of value from any person,”*
before “or fOr any other purpose’’; and

(2) by adding after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: . :

“(8) knowingly, alters a soclal security
card issued by the Secretary, buys or sells a
oard that is, or purports to be, a card so ts-
sued, counterfeits a soctal security card, or
Poesesses & social security card or counterfeit
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soclal security eard with intent to sell or
alter it; or’’.

(b) Bection 208 of such Act is amended in
the matter following subsection (h) by
striking out “shall be guilty of a misde-
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for
not more than one year, or both’’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "shall be guilty of a fel-
ony and upon conviction thereof shall be
fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned
for not more than five years, or both”,

(¢) The amendments made by subsections
(a) and (b) shall be effective with respect to
violations committed after the date of the

' enactment of this Act.

PENALTIES FOR MISUSE OF SOCIAL
SECURITY NUMBERS

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, earlier
this year, I introduced, along with Sena-
tors HARRY BYrRD and MOYNIHAN, a bill
to provide penalties far the misuse of
social security numbers. Today, I am
offering that bill (8. 179) as an amend-
ment to our soclal security reform legis-
lation. . : i

Simply, Mr. President, this amend-
ment would make it a felony to misuse
or counterfeit a social security number.
This change is long overdue and will en-
hance the integrity of the social se-
curity system by reducing the misuse
of social security numbers.

We all know that a social security

cense. You need one to get a job, to pay
taxes, to open a bank or savings account,

;and for many other things. However,

increasingly social security numbers are
being used illegally to obtain jobs and
benefits. Although we do not know ex-
actly how much this costs each year,
crimes based on false identification
which often include social security cards,
cost American taxpayers more than $50

"million every year. :

Last year, at my. reqguest, the GAO
investigated the misuse of social security
cards and numbers. Their findings re-
veal that the fraudulent use of social se-
curity cards to gain benefits or jobs is
growing immensely.

One recommendation of the GAO was
to make the counterfeiting or altering
of social security cards a felony punish-
able by a fine of $5.000 or imprisonment
for 5 years.

My amendment simply adopts the rec-
ommendation of the General Account-
ing Office.

Mr. President. adoption of this amend-
ment will send a strong. signal to the
American public that we intend to take

. hecessary steps to restore confidence in’

the integrity of the soecial security sys-

" tem. I urge my colleagues to adopt this

proposal and press for its immediate en-
actment. ’

Mr. President, as our lives become
more complex and the social security
system becomes a greater part of our
lives, particularly as the use of social
security numbers becomes more and

‘more important to us as Americans,

Americans who pay payroll taxes and,
also, Americans who are on retirement,
in addition to Americans who pay In-
come taxes, who apply for drivers' li-
censes and whatnot, social security
numbers are a very .prominent feature
in our lives. :
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Accordingly, I think it is important
that we do what we can to preserve the
integrity of social security numbers, that
we do whatever we can that is possible
to prevent abuse of social security num-
bers. There has been counterfeiting of
numbers. The GAO has recently come up
with a report that shows about 37 mil-
lion cases of fraud through use of coun-
terfeit social security cards for identi-
fication. My amendment provides gener-
ally that it is a felony to misuse a social
security number for purposes of one’s
unofficial gain through counterfeit of
social security numbers. It is something
that has come from GAO. I think it is
a feature that should be part of this bill.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this is a
good amendment. As I have indicated to
the Senator from Montana, it is one we
should accept TIe has indicated that it
would increase the penalties for mis-

using, altering, counterfeiting, buying, or -

selling fraudulent social security cards.
That is now a misdemeanor. The Sena-
tor’s amendment would make it a felony.
This Senator believes it will be useful in
clamping down on the fraudulent use of
social security cards.

We have had an amendment by Sena-
tor DomeNICI. People may think, how can
these things happen? Why would they
continue to make payments to the de-~
ceased? It has happened. This amend-
ment goes in a different direction, but
some must wonder, when we are talking
about reform of the system, why we do
not provide more severe penalties for the
misuse of social security cards. This
amendment addresses that problem. I
am certainly willing to accept the
amendment. -

I assume it has been discussed wi‘th
the distinguished Senator from Lou~
isiana. ’

‘Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I have
discussed it with the Senator from Lou-~

. isiana and he is agreeable to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques~
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (UP No. 483) was
agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. I move to reconsider the

vote by which the amendment was
agreed to.

- Mr. BAUCUS. I move to lay that
_ motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table wés

agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as far as
the Senator from Kansas knows, there
are no further amendments to be of-
fered on this proposal. There is the
" amendment of the distinguished Senator
from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON). There
are other amendments that are at least
listed as possible—amendments by Sen-
ators LEVIN, Senatci CRANSTON, 8 col-
Joquy with Senator MircHELL, a Ccol-
lequy with Senator Levin. Hopefully,
that will beenough. It ought to be
enough. But if there are others, we hope
to dispose of all amendments and finish
action on the bill by midafternoon to-
morrow. I hope that Senators are in
their offices listening. If we proceed to
debate this bill further—11 o’clock to-
morrow morning is my understanding-—
if those Senators having amendments
will give us their attention and bring

t
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their amendments to the floor, we can
move quickly to dispose of this bill.

Having said that, Mr. President, I
think that will terminate any activity
on the bill this afternoon.

October 14, 1981
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CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for morning business has expired.

RESTORATION OF MINIMUM SOCIAL
SECURITY BENEFITS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, what
is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business will be stated by title.
The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4331) to amend the Omnibus
Reconciliation Act of 1981 to restore mini-
mum benefits under the Social Security Act.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Missouri.

Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, while
I have consistently voted to end the cur-
rent minimum secial security benefit
provisions, I intend to support the cur-
rent bill to amend the social security Iaw.
Here is why: H.R. 4331 as reported out
by the Senate Finance Committee makes
several extremely useful changes in so-
cial security which will enable the retire-
ment fund to meet benefit payments in
the near future in addition to restoring
most beneficiaries currently receiving
the minimum social security benefit.

The committee amendment to reallo-
cate the social security taxes among the
three trust funds and allow interfund
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borrowing provides welcomed fexibility
and confidence to the system.

In addition, the proposal to restore
the $122 a month minimum benefit ex-
cludes those retired- Federal, State, and
local government workers whose Gov-
ernment pensions exceed $300 per month.
Of course, even those individuals receiv-
ing substantial Government pensions
would still be entitled to receive those
social security benefits they were actu-
ally entitled to based upon their earn-
ings paid into the system. )

What I am saying here is that even
though the social security minimum
benefits wouid not be available to retired
Federal, State, and local government
workers who have pensions exceeding
$300 a month, they would still get a
benefit that would be say $115 or $100
or $95, or whatever. It would not be $122,
but it would be what they earned. What
the minimum social security benefit does
is to provide that no social security re-
cipient will get less than $122. This
legislation before us today, as I under-
_ stand it, would provide that people who
have Government pension income higher
than $300 a month might get less than
$122, but in no case less than what they
were entitled to under the law.

Mr. President, I believe that a very
important fundamental issue concerning
the nature of the social security trust
fund was at the heart of the initial de-
bate and I would like to briefly review it
at this time.

What was proposed was that the mini-
mum social security benefits now being
received by about 3 million people be re-
calculated. People above the minimum
would get what they had earned. Many
people below the minimum now get more
than they have earned from the amounts
they have paid in and the number of
years they have paid in.

The purpose: was to help make the
social security trust funds actuarily
sound. Many people, some with large in-
comes from other sources or other pen-
sions, get a minimum payment which
they did not earn. My view was and still
is that the social security system and
funds—like any good insurance pro-
gram—should pay benefits based on
what is paid in and earned. Also, those
in need must be taken care of. But addi-
tional amounts should be paid to those
who need the money from the general
revenues. :

T want to make that point very clear,
Mr. President.

If the minimum benefit payment had
beén rescinded, as I voted and as others
voted, it would not have meant that any-
body in need would. have gone in need.
It would have meant that those in need
would get what they need from the sup-
xs)lseglent.al security income (so-called

The result of that would be that the
social security fund would not be used
as a welfare fund. You would not drain
the social security fund by eliminating
the minimum benefits. In the first place,
if you abolish the minimum social secu-
rity payment, you would still take care

of those who are needy because they
-would get what they needed out of SSI,
but you would also keep the integrity of
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the fund because the social security
fund would not lose $1.3 billion in 1982,
$1.4 billion in 1983, and $1.5 billion in
1984, which it will if you continue the
minimum payment. Therefore, if you
abolish the minimum payment that
fund would be sounder and those people
who rely on the social security fund to
give them a pension they have earned
would be in a position of not having that
pension reduced on the ground that the

- fund was inadequate.

That is why I took the position I took

in the past, which is that we should 1

remove the minimum social security pay-
ment because, as I say, I feel very
strongly that the social security fund
should be protected, so we would not be
forced to reduce pensions to those who
earned them. .

Now, let me run down the effect on
the various beneficiaries who now receive
the minimum social security if we had
eliminated that. .

Of the 3 million people who now get
the minimum benefit about 200,000 of
them earn the minimum- henefit and,
therefore, would continue to get it. In
addition to that, about a million are
dually qualified, They have a spouse
who now gets social security. Whatever
they lost by having their minimum bene-
fit reduced, their spouse would get back
dollar for dollar in increased matching
benefits. There would be no loss to the

couple. They would get exactly the same -

amount. The spouse that does not get

the minimum benefit would get more, &

dollar-for-dollar match- on what the
fpouse with the minimum benefit would
0se. -

There would be an additional 500,000
who would get a dollar-for-dollar match
because they now get supplemental
security income and they would have
their supplemental security income in-
creased by the exact amount they lost
in the minimum benefit. And then you
have a substantial number, 600,000 peo-
ple, who, in losing the minimum benefit
do not get SSI now, and would lose. $10
or $15 or $20, or perhaps more, whatever.,
The difference between that minimum
benefit of $122 and what they were
actually entitled to. They would be able
to apply for SSI and they would get it
and they would get it in full, what they
lost in giving up their minimum benefit.

In some cases, these 600,000 people
who get the minimum benefit and who
had not applied for the SSI would get
more than they get now but they would
not get less.

The point of all of that, Mr. President,
is that these funds would come from
SSI, which is the general revenues. Not
from the social security fund. Let me
repeat. That additional amount to help
people who are needy but had not earned
what they needed, they would get that
out of general revenues and not out of
the social security fund. So the social se-
curity fund would not be used as a wel-
fare payment. It would be used to pay
people what they earned. It wouid pre-
serve the integrity of the system, and it
would save literally billions over the
years for the social security fund.

Of the remaining 800,000 people, a

‘large number are retired Government
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employees or have a private pension plan
or have other sources of income and do
not, and should not, qualify for SSI
benefits. However, we are making an ex-
ception for retired Government workers
In the case of this legislation. We are
saying that they are going to get the
minimum benefit if their other income is
less than $300 a month.

So, in conclusion, Mr. President, I
favor making certain that every person
who needs and Is dependent on the so-
cial security minimum amount suffer no
0SS,

But I also favor having a social se~
curity trust fund pay only that part of
the minimum which the person earned.
The rest should be paid from general
revenues or other sources. .

As I say, this Is not just & matter of
bookkeeping. Some people say, “Well,
what difference does it make? It all
comes out of the same pot.” It does not
all come out of the same place.

If you are going to preserve the social
security fund and save, as I say, $1.3
billion in 1982, $1.4 billion in 1983, and
$1.5 billion in 1984 and subsequently,
then you should have these additional
amounts paid by SSI, which is from gen-
eral revenues and not out of the limited
social security fund. But this legislation
we vote on today does not take us down
that path.

Nevertheless, we are following a path
which does, to some very limited extent,
help the social security trust fund and
which, I suppose you could argue, does -
provide less confusion and more sim-
plicity for those who receive the mini-
mum social security payment.

I think it would be better to face up
and recognize that the difference be-
tween what people earned and what they
were getting from the minimum benefit
payments was a welfare payment and
have it paid by the general revenues, as .
I say, and preserve the social security.
trust fund. This legislaticn will not do
that.

Historically, what has happened is the
social security system has been asked to
pay for programs which are clearly not
a part of the social security system. That
is one reason why reforms in the system
must be made to keep it sound.

I will vote for this bill, but the more
fundamental issue raised must still be
faced. And I hope some way and some-
how we find in the future that we can
meet this problem without permitting
the social security system to bear a bur-
den that it should not have to bear. The
social security system should be retained
in all its integrity as a system which pays
the people what they have earned.

I think the overwhelming majority of
social security recipients that I have
talked to in my State—and I am sure
this'must be true nationally—agree with
that. They do not want to see their
money spent for other purposes. They
want it to come back as they earned it
and as they deserve it.

Mr. President, I yield the fioor.

Mr. CHILES addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
Hawkins) . The Senator from Florida.

- Mr. CHILES. Madam President, the
social security amendments which have
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been adopted by the Finance Committee
are a victory for those of us who have
tried again and again during the past
few months to get an interfund borrow-
ing amendment passed on this floor—
and tried five times to restore the mini-
mum benefit for current recipients.
Each time we offered these amend-
ments, they lost by a very ¢lose vote.
The first few times we tried to restore
the  minimum' ‘benefit, the argument
against us was that the benefit was not
necessary—it was going to people who
did not need it—eliminating it would not
hurt any of the truly needy—the Presi-

dent had proposed that the minimum:

benefit be eliminated for all current and
future recipients and he had assured us
that anyone with very low incomes would
not be hurt—they would be able to apply
for welfare. )

And then we began hearing more and
more about.a lot of people who would be
hurt by eliminating the minimum beneé=-
fit—and the arguments against our ef-
forts to restore it began to change.

People started to say that maybe we
should restore it for the truly needy. And
more and more truly needy were found.

Then even the President said he would
ask us to restore the minimum benefit.
Even though it was the administration's
original proposal—and insistence—that

-it be eliminated for everyone.

Three weeks ago, I offered an amend-
ment—for the fifth time—to restore the
minimum benefit. for all current recipi-
ents. That has always been my position.
We lost again by a very close vote.

The Finance Committee provision we
have before us today would restore the
full minimum benefit for current recipi-
ents—except for a very small propor~
tion—about 15 percent—who also receive
fairly substantial public pensions in ad-
dition to the social security mmimum
benefit. )

These recipients would still receive
whatever social security amount they are
entitled to based on their social security
earnings record. But any minimum bene-
fit amount now received in excess of what
they are actually entitled to would be
reduced—dollar for dollar—for the
amount they receive in other public pen-
sions over $300. :

People with small pensions would still
be able to receive the full minimum bene-

_ fit. People with larger pensions would

~ have some reduction in the minimum
benefit—the larger the public pension,

. the higher the reduction. But no one
would receive less social security than
they are entitled to, based on their earn-
ings record. :

If we are to restore the minimum bene-
fit for this group of people too, I think
the best way o do that now is in a House
and Senate conference on this bill. I do
be_lieve. however, that the Finance Com-
mittee acted in good faith and that our
concerns about those beneficiaries who
would be hit very hard by the elimina-
tion of the minimum benefit have been
addressed.

We also tried very ﬁard to get Senate
approval of interfund borrowing.
This bill authorizes interfund borrow-

ing—and gives us enough flexibility to
adjust to imbalances among the t%ree

- whereupon,
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social security trust funds during the
next few years. This is the short-term
period of difficulty we have all been hear-
ing so much about. The effect of this
proposal is the same as the earlier
amendments. we offered to authorize
interfund borrowing. _

We will all be watching the perform-
ance of the economy very closely during
the next few months and years—but un-
less all the experts are wrong and we
have a very bad performance indeed—
accepting this interfund borrowing
amendment should put an end to all the
horror stories about social security going
broke in the next few months or years.

Let us vote for this bill. Take care of
the short-term social security problem,

“restore the minimum benefit, remove the

atmosphere of crisis surrounding social
security, and get on with a reasoned con-
sideration of the problems we know &re
still coming in the next few decades.
Madam President, I suggest the abe
sence of & quorum,
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

- will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
RECESS UNTIL 1:30 P.M.

Mr. BAKER, Madam President, it has
been brought to my attention that a
number of Senators are involved in &
caucus meeting today, which no doubt
will address itself, in part, at least, to
the pending amendment to the bill be-
fore the Senate. .

It is the opinion. of the leadership
that to recess the Senate at this time
until the hour of 1:30 p.m,, in order to
facilitate the consideration of those mat-
ters in caucus and permit other Sena-
tors to confer on the further course of
this legislation during the balance of
the day, would be useful.

Madam President, for the reasons just
assigned, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate stand in recess until the
hour of 1:30 p.m.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 12:24 p.m., recessed until 1:30 p.m.;
the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. WaLLOP).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The m&-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I believe
that the managers of the bill and the
pending amendment will be available to
begin debate on this issue in the next few
moments. For the time being, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded..

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MaT-
TINGLY). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

THE PRIVACY ACT .

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, yester-

day, the Senate approved an amendment
offered by my colleague from Missouri,
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Mr. DanFoRTH, to the bill currently under
consideration. The amendment removes
a technical obstacle to the implementa-
tion of a law which I sponsored in the
96th Congress. I am referring to the
prohibition on the payment of social
security disability benefits to incarcer-
ated felons. .

The Privacy Act presents a potential
obstacle to the enforcement of the law.
The act limits access by the Social Secu-
rity Administration to the social secu- -
rity numbers of Federal prisoners. This
information is under the control of the
Federal Bureau of Prisons.

It is estimated that there are almost
3,000 prisoners in State and Federal
prisons receiving social security dis-
ability benefits. The cost to the trust
fund is about $16 million annually. Mr.
President, we cannot continue to provide
this windfall to individuals who certainly
do not need or deserve the benefits. Pas-
sage of the Danforth amendment will
insure the effective implementation of
the prohibition.

I do have reservations about language
in the amendment which would preempt
State privacy laws. The bill which I had
introduced several weeks ago only af-
fected the Federal Privacy Act. All but
one State have assisted in identifying
prisoners in State prisons.

Mr. President, I do not feel that this
section is needed, and I recommend that
the conferees look carefully at it before
adopting it and perhaps they will see fit
to adopt the provision on the State pri-
vacy laws in conference.

AMENDMENT NO. 581

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, the
Senate is once again back to considering
the amendment which was laid down
and debated briefly last evening. Before
I yield the floor to other speakers who
wish to speak in support of the amend-
ment, I want to take a few minutes to
respond to some of the statements made
in opposition.to my amendment by the
distinguished fioor manager (Mr. DoLE).

It is the contention of the Senator
from Kansas that there is a great dif-

. ference -between the Roth amendment,

which he and all the other members of .
the committee: supported in 1979 and
again in 1980 in somewhat watered-down
form. As supposed proof of that asser-
tion, he noted, for example, that my
amendment would earmark a portion of
the windfall tax revenues for social se-
curity, whereas the Roth amendment
that he and the others voted for would
have earmarked a portion of corporate
taxes for the same purpose.

I concede to the Senator there is &
distinction, but I challenge him to tell
us where there is a difference. The Sen-
ator defines the {issue before us as
whether it is wise to use general revenues
for social security. But he does not and
cannot tell us why it is any less sharing
of general revenue to use corporate taxes
than windfall taxes. ]

In truth, there is no difference.

During yesterday’'s debate, the Senator
from Kansas put in the REcorp a tran-
script of the committee’s proceedings on
the Roth amendment. I am glad he did
that, because I was prepared to read por-
tions of that transcript in this debate.
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As it is, I will read only a few passages
from Senator RoTH'S own arguments in
support of his amendment, so that we
can weigh those words against the insist-
ence of the Senator from Kansas that
the Roth amendment was not bringing
general revenue into social security.

On page 13 through page 15 of that
transcript dated October 19, 1979, Sena~
tor RoTH made very clear what the pur-
pose of his amendment was. He said:

This payroll tax freeze would be financed
by transferring a portion of the billions of
dollars in increased revenue from decontrol
to the Hospital Insurance trust fund.

The Social Security Advisory Council’s 1079
report endorsed the approach of financing
part of the Hospital Insurance trust fund
from the general revenue. By earmarking
these special funds from decontrol we can
insure the stability of the trust funds,

I think it is important to point out that
my amendment—again, to repeat, would roll
back the payroll tax Increase scheduled for
1981 by putting the increased revenues from
decontrol into the Medicare trust funds.

All the Members of thls body have to
do is read the transcript and the plain
words of the amendment’s sponsor, Sen-
ator RoTH. I do not know what trans-
cript Senator Dotk is reading, but I think.
Members of the Senate can understand
plain English. The Roth amendment
openly proposed to earmark general reve
enues for one of the social security trusts,
and that amendment enjoyed the sup-
port of every Republican on the commit-

tee, Including some of those who now say"

it would be a dangerous precedent.

You can paint the word “horse” on the
side of a cow, but it is still a cow. All the
Senator’s protestations nofwithstanding,
he cannot rewrite legisiative history, The
fact is that the amendment the Senator
is now arguing. would be a “dangerous
precedent” is in every essential respect
the same as the amendment he and other
Republican Finance Committee members
supported in 1979, and it follows the
sa-n(n’e approach as this body approved in

. 1980,

If the Senator wants a “dangerous

precedent,” let him follow this adminis-
tration’s approach to social security
which can be summarized In two
words~—cut benefits. That is his answer,
and that is the only choice we will be
leaving ourselves if we reject this amend-
ment. I do not care how many Presiden-
tial commissions you appoint. If you rule
out a payroll tax Increase as most of us
do, and if you refect this amendment as
Senator DoLz would have us do, then
there is only one possible answer to the
acknowledged financial problems of so-
cial security and that is—cut benefits.
As my friend from Arkansas, Senator-
BUMPERS, likes to say, “You don’t have to
be broke out in brilliance to understand
that.” The American people understand
that, and that is why they are solidly be-
hind the approach I am advocating. That
is why my approach was recommended
by the Social Security Advisory Council
in 1979.

Let us get back to dangerous prece- -

dents. How about breaking faith with
the working people of this country who
thought they had a contract with the
Government? Through thelr working
lives, they pay iInto social security on the
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assurance they will be entitled to its
benefits in their retirement years. But,
Senator Dore and the administration
want to change that contract. They say
we have to cut benefits for the first time
in the history of the program—an abso-
lute precedent—because that is better
than the other precedent of using some
of these windfall profits to shore up the
system. -
Any Senator who wants to carry tha

case back to working people and the re-

tired people back home has that choice. -

But do not try to sell your case to people
who are losing benefits on the arguments
being peddled here today by the able
floor manager. They do not wash.

In the past day or two, I have heard
the Senators from Kansas and Texas
and Louisiana noting that it is easy for
me to propose tapping some of the
enormous oll windfall taxes for social
security because I do not have any oil

- production in my State.

They are almost totally correct. We
have a modest amount of oil production
but not much. All I have are ofl users
who pay for those profits. All I have are
elderly citizens who have to steal from
their food budgets to pay thelr heating
bills. I do not have fat cat oil companies
in my State, but I will wager this: If
these Senators from the ofl belt take a
look around, they will find that even they
have a lot more senior citizens and work-
ing people concerned about social secu-
rity than they have people profiting from
the tax giveaway they are trying to
defend,

That is the i1ssue here—plain and sim-
ple. Are we going to use this $14 billion
in tax funds to further enrich a few,
already incredibly profitable oil corpora-
tions or use it to shore up a seriously
threatened social security system?

If we reject this approach of using
some part of the unearned windfall

profits for social security, we will be.

committing ourselves irretrievably to the
course urged by Mr. Stockman and Mr.

Schweiker and that is to make massive

cuts in beneflts and probably on an emer-
gency, rescue basis. Make no mistake
about it. If you reject new increases in
social security taxes, which most of us
do. and vou turn your back on this pro-
posal, then you have committed your-
selves by vour vote to future benefit cuts
in social security. If and when that sad
day arrives, those who said “no” to this
viable alternative, which was recom-
mended 2 vears ago by the Soclal Secu-
rity Study Commission and supported by
every Republican on the Senate Finance
Committee, will have the responsibility
to answer to the voters. I

One further item: Yesterday. I put
into the Recorp three letters I had re-
ceived from organizations in support of
this amendment. I now ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the Recoro a
fourth letter, from the National Council
of Senior .Citizens, dated October 13,
1981. addressed to me. signed bv William
R. Hutton, executive director. That orga-
nization endorses the amendment before
the Senate.

" . There being no objection. the letter

was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows: i
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF SBENIOR CITIZENS, ’
Washington, D.C., Octoder 13, 1981.
Hon. THoMAS P, EAGLETOXN, .
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C. ST ’

DEAR SENATOR EAGLETON: On behalf of all
Social Security recipients, we urge you to
support two measures, H.R. 4331 and Amend-
ment 631, to prevent a-loss of benefits and
to provide more secure funding of the Social
Becurity system in the short term.

HR. 4331, which would restore the Soci4l
Security minimum benefit eliminated by the .
Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981, would
both restore income to recipients and patch
& broken promise. It would enable recipients
to retain the level of benefits for which the
‘Social S8ecurity Administration declared they
were eligible when they retired. .

H.R. 4331 would preserve the level of bene-
fits upon which recipients depend and to
which they are entitled. To not restore the
minimum beneflt would be a clear breach of
faith by the government.

The Amendment §31 proposed by Senator
Eagleton is a positive gtep In the effort to
meet the short-term funding needs of the
Soctal Security system. By repealing ' tax
breaks granted for newly discovered oil, this
amendment would provide an estimated $14.2
billlon to the Soclal Security system. "It
would also provide a greater margin of safety

and sécurity to the trust fund than we now
have.

We urge you to consider the million of
elderly people who depend on their Social
Security . income. Please support them by
supporting H.R. 4331 and Amendment 531.

Sincerely.
Wnriax R. HUTTON,
Ezecutive Director.

~ Mr, DOLE. Mr. President, I shall speak
briefly, because I know others want to
speak. I should like to move on with this
and other amendments and finish action

on the bill early this afternoon, o

There have been votes In the past
about general funding of social security.,
I belleve the record will indicate that
most Republicans and many Democrats
are opposed. to using general revenues to
finance the soctal security system, for
two very good reasons. - .

First of all; 1t would violate a long-
standing precedent’ whereby the em-
ployee and employer participate equally.

Second, we do not have any general
revenues. That is why we are trving to
figure out ways to cut the budget.

It is easy to stand on the floor and say,
“Let us take it out of ofl profits.”’.I could
say, “Let us take it out of somebody else’s
proflts.” o )

The fact is that & lot of people now
recelving social -security benefits may
have worked in the ofl industry. If social
security action is going to hinge on what
happened October 19, 1979, in the Senate
Finance Committee, it is well to lay the
committee amendment on the table
right now. ’ :

Very seldom in our committee do we
have partisan differences. I say that’
sincerely. because under the chairman-
ship of Senator Lonc, we operated under
more or less a consensus theory. I he-
lieve we pretty much do the same now;
but in this one instance (October. 19,
1979) we had a partisan difference.

In 1977, the Carter administration
recommended—I am not sure how cer-
tain Senators may have voted-—that we
take care of social security by doing a
number of things, including imposing
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six tax increases on working men and
women and their employers. That
- passed—not with this Senator’s vote-—
in 1977. Two of those tax increases have
taken effect, and four more are coming
between now and 1990.

We were told by the Democrats, who
then controlled the Senate, and by the
President, who was then a Democrat,
that this was how to save the system—
to increase the taxes on the working
people, on small businesses and on all
the other people who pay social security
taxes. We were told that if we passed
that legislation, we would not have to
worry about soclal security until the year
2030. In other words, we were going to
have 50-some years without concerning
ourselves about social -security. There
would be plenty of money for checks;
and we would not have to worry about
cutting the benefits or doing anything
to the program in the future.

I believe that was well intended. I do -

not suggest that somebody said that
knowing that something else would hap-
‘pen, But the fact is—that has not been
the case.

So we are back here today—and I hope
we will be back later this year, if not
early next year, with real reforms-—
trying to patch up a sick system.

Now we see an effort to say, “Let us
take some of this ofl money.” There i3
something about oil money, as I said
yesterday, that starts the juices flowing
for some in this body, particularly Sen-
ators from non-ofl producing States and
where they do not totally understand the
industry.

But in any event on October 19, 1979,
Senator RoTH was trying to freeze 1 year
of that new tax that President Carter
and the Democratic Congress gave us,
One year of that tax he wanted to freeze.
Ho said, “We cannot impose additional
taxes on working men and women and
on small businessmen and women.”

In an effort to frustrate that vote, and
1 suggest that this is one of the rare
times in the Finance Committee where
we had & partisan difference, Senator
Ribicoff moved to defer the vote on the
Roth proposal and I moved to table the
Ribicoff amendment. I prevailed by a
vote of 10 to 8. Then the Roth amend-
ment failed to pass on a 10-to-10 vote.

The Senator is right. Every Repub-
lican voted for the Roth amendment,
so did two Democrats, and every other
Democrat voted , agalnst the "Roth
amendment. This would indicate, I as-
sume, that those Democrats who voted
that way In 1979 will certainly vote
against the Eagleton amendment today
and, ‘according to the Senator from
Missourl, then thcse Republicans who
voted for the Roth amendment should
Xote for the Eagleton amendment to-

ay., .

But everyone knows that is specious

and that the vote was a partisan maneu-

ver on behalf of both sides, not.just
Democrats or Republicans. Both Repube
llqans and Democrats were trying to
selze the initiative on a very contro-
versial, delicate area of social security,

So I think we can just set aside the
so-called Roth amendment. Whether it
was decontrol or windfall profits, it is
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of the most important reasons we should-

well understood that one way or the
other it was funding soclal security with

_general revenues, It was the Republi~

cans’ purpose to indicate that we want-
ed to get a vote for one of our Repub-
lican colleagues. I do not believe that
some of the Senators listed, even the two
Dcmocrats who voted with us, under-
stood it in any other way.

I do not have any quarrel with the
Senator’s amendment except I just do
not think it is a precedent we wish to
set, certainly it will find support. 1t will
find support among the media—~if you
mention ofl they print headlines. It will
catch the attention of the right people,
maybe not the right people but people
who write, put it that way, and maybe
others who report. But as for the social
security system, it does not do much for
the social security system. As for the ap-
propriations process, it does very little
for the appropriations process.

I have said to my good friend, the dis
tinguished chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, SBenator HarrizLp, “If
you think you have problems now with
aRPropriations, just wait till we give you
social security from the Finance Com-
mittee. You start general funding of so-
cial security, and let us say this tax ex-
pires in § or 8 years and you have to find
all this money, whatever it is, $18 or $14
billion in some other area, where are you
going to go then?” '

It seems to me to be a very dangerous
precedent.

I cannot support the amendment. I
stress that the Roth amendment was no
precedent for what we seek to do here

Mr. EAGLETON proposes to repeal gece
tion 602 of the 1981 Economic Recovery
Tax Act and divert that revenue into a
special soctal security trust fund. :

I might also add it is the first effort to
dismantle the tax reduction package.
There has been a lot of conversation
about what we are going to do with the
tax cut bill that just passed. I suggest
we are probably going to do very little if
anything. Some say we should defer the
cuts on the personal side. Some say we
should take a look at-leasing. Some say
we should open it all up, Some say we
should forget about the third year or
stretch it Into 4 years.

Some of these argumeht.s may be -

sound down the road. I doubt it. They
maﬁ;tbe sound, but certainly not at this
point.

I think the facts are that the issue is
whether or not we are going to adopt a
fundamental change in the flnancing
philosophy of social security. With this
kind of fundamental ch&nge under con-
sideration it is important to note that
the Eagleton amendment is unlikely to
deal with the potentially huge short- and
{’(iazxg-term deficits faced by social secu-

Y. :

As Dr. June A, O’Netl], former chief,
Human Resources Cost Estimate Unite,
CBO, wrote In her article, “Puture Fi-
nancing of the Bystem”: -

Rellance on trarvsfers from general reva
enues could make it more difficult to keep
program expansion within bounds.

J. W. Van Gorkom, president of the

Trans Unlon Corp., puts his finger on one
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avold general revenue financing:

In my opinion, this would destroy the sys-
tem as we know it. Although the use of such
funds might be modest to begin with, experi-

ence tells us that the temptation to use more -

of thess fundas would be overwhelming to &
popularly elected Congress, and we would
eventually reduce social security to another
form of welfare. :

I also indicate, as I did yesterday, it

s not just the Republican position to
stand up and oppose financing this sys-

tem with general revenues, as you will

note from the above comments.
I even daresay that as to some who may
support this amendment because it hap-

pens to deal with oll, if we were talking

about other general revenues produced
in their States they would stand here
in oppoistion. But I understand the
greater attraction to some. If we are
going to take it out of milk we might
have a different response from New York,
If we are going to take it out of some-
thing else we might have & different re-
sponse from Ohio.

But I understand that three-letter
word does attract @ great deal of in-

terest, I might say, that in the one sup-'

ply side provision we adopted with ref-
erence to ofl, lowering the tax on newly
discovered ofl, it would be & mistake to
repeal that provision whether we are
talking about social security or not.

Let me quote the former Democratic
chairman of the House Ways and Means
Committee, Al Ullman, who opposed use
of general revenues to keep social secu-
rity solvent. To quote Congressman
Ullman:

We must maintain ¢the integrity of the
trust fund concept: wheh we incresse bene-

fits, we must also increase taxes. Imposing

-

general revenues, .even in part, would lead -

to a feeling of seocial security s welfare
rather than 8 matter of payment and right.

The Congressional Budget Office, in-

its February, 1981, study on funding op-
tlons for soclal security, accurately

points out the fiscal danger of using gene -

eral revenues for social security:

Finally, whether funds from outside the
system were transferred on & loan hasis or
a8 outright grants, the insvitable effect of
borrowing would be either s reduction in
the amount of money available for other
federal programs or an expansion of the
deficft. In the past, the Congress has found
it dificult to slow increases in expenditures,
since s large fraction of federal outlays (in-

cluding soclal security) are regarded as rele

atively “uncontrollable”. If other federal
programs are not cut accordingly, the fed-
eral deficit would grow. in turn triggering &
rise in the price leveL This could cause so-
clal security expenditures to rise still fure
ther. If such an outcome were to be avolded
without other federal program cuts, ths Con-

_gress might have to turn to other sources for

gocial security revenues.

Use of general revenues would frrev-
ocabiy change the essential character
of the program. Pressure could become
almost irresistable to emphasize the wel=
fare aspects of the program, further un-
dermining the link between tax payments
and benefits, )

Sotial security expenditures already
account for 28 percent of all Federal ex-
penditures. Allowing even limited infu-
slons of -general revenues will increase
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that percentage and further expand that
portion of the budget considered un-
touchable and uncontrollable.

Finally, there 18 no doubt that any
general fund financing could ultimately

-lead to unflnanced benefit expansions,
could result In means-testing certain
benefits—or even all benefits—and could
only add to the size of the Federal defi-
cit. -

Adoption of the Eagleton amendment
will only delay meaningful financing re-
form of the system.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Rrcorbp testi
mony by Dr. Robert Kaplan and an ar=
ticle by Robert Myers opposing general
revenues.

There belng no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REecoRD, a8 follows:

TESTIMONY BY DR, ROBERT KAPLAN
OPPOSING GENERAL REVENUES

The infusion of general revenues to the
soclal security system does nothing to ade
dress the substantial problems of unintend-
ed benefit increases that have erept into
social security. General revenue financing
. would mask these problems. :

More seriously, once the link was broken

between benefit increases on the one hand,
and the need to finance them with payroll
texes on the other hand, I belleve the fiscal
discipline of the social security system would
be serlously compromised. )
' There are constant pressures to Increase
social security benefits and one of the few
ways we have of continuing them is the
link to finance these increases by increasing
payroll taxes.

Having the opportunity of increasing ben»
efits just by increasing the deficit in the
Federal budget would not be a healthy de-
velopment for social security and. more
broadly, for the country at large. '
AN UPDATE ON SOCIAL BECURITY FOR THE NaA-
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF LIFE UNDERWRITERS

OPPOSING GENERAL REVENUES
(By Robert Myers)

For more than four decades of operation
of the OASDI system, it has been financed
on @ long-range self-supporting basis by
eqaual employer-employee payroll taxes. The
same situation also prevails for the HI sys.
tem. In each of these programs, there have
been some small amount of general revenues,
but this has only been done with respect to
small, closed groups of persons, such ag
military veterans. The supplementary Medi-
cal Insurance portion of Medicare has been
financed substantially from general revenues
(currently, about 71 percent of total ine
come). However, this 18 a different matter,
because no payroll taxes are involved, but
rather only enrollee premiums,

Those who advocate partial general-reve-
nue finaneing of OASDI and/or HY present
many different reasons and justifications for
such action. However, the real reason, in
my opinion, is that this diverts criticism
from what some belleve to be the high cost
and heavy impact of the current payroll
taxes and those scheduled for the future, let
elone thos¢ which would be necessary to
finance expansion of the program,

At present, some gseek to alleviate the
short-run financial problems by financing
part of HI from general revenues and divert-
ing the resulting reduction in the HI tax to
OASDI. This "doing it with mirrors” tech.
nigue 15 “justified” on the ground that, be-
cause the HI benefits are not earnings re-
lated, but rather are uniform for all insuredq
persons, it i3 inequitable to finance them
completely by payroll taxes; the general reve«
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nues are derived from various taxes, some of
which are progressive (such as the income
tax) and others of which welgh relatively
heavier on low-income perscns (such as cors
poration taxes, which are passed along in
the price structure),

The net result quite possibly 1s that the
financial impact of any general revenues is

about the same 88 that of the payroll taxes,,

The big difference s that the payroil taxes
are direct and quite visible. Injecting gen-
eral revenues into the financing of GASDI
or HI 1s, at best, misleading the American
public as to the cost of the program. We
should have sufficlent economic maturity to
display the cost of the program out in the
open where a1l can clearly see it.

Even if the expansionists now say that
their only goal in using general revenues is

to do eo for HI, I am certain that, in brighter

economic days in the future, when OASDI s
in better financial ghape, they will be back
advocating the same for OASDI. If this is
done, benefits can be expanded apparently
painlessly with no increase in the visible,
direct payroll taxes.

A telling argument against the use of gen-
eral revenues to finance partlally OASDI
and/or HI is that currently there are no
general revenues .avallable, The federal
budget 18, and for many years has been, in
8 serlous deficit situation. Where will the
money come from for the go-called govern.
ment contribution? Will new taxes be levied,
or will the federal budget deficit be in-
creased? The latter merely means printing.
press money with accompanying infiation.

Mr. DOLE. Mr, President, I have great
respect for the Senator from Missouri. I
Just suggest that there are an adequate
number of Democrats and Republicans
who are going to focus on reform of the
social security system.

I also say that one area we are not
going to discuss very seriously is the use
of general revenues. There s no support
for the use of general revenues. To be
able to say we are for it because it in-
volves oil might be worth 25 or 35 or 40
votes, but I suggest if we were facing the
question head on—

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Forty-one. .

. Mr. DOLE. I just heard 41, so maybe
1.

In any event, we get down to the ques-
tion of true reform of the program. I am
not certain just when that will take
place. But I hope that it is before the
1982 election, Then we could certainly
consider the use of general revenues and
maybe even something along the lines
suggested by the Senator from Missouri.
I would not support that, but at least it
could be considered. If we are going to
start looking at general revenue funding
we should look at all the general reve
enues. I wonder if the Senator is going
to do this and if we do continue will we
have a priority list of which programs
we will cut? How do we make up the dif«
ference? So for the reasons stated, and I
hope they will be persuasive in the final
analysis, I hope that the Senate might
re‘ect this amendment. We must go
ahead and pass this little band-aid to re-
store the minimum benefit for the most
part, reallocate taxes, permit interfund
borrowing. At least then we can assure
those who now receive benefits that they
are going to.be protected through 1983,
maybe even through 1984, with luck. .

Sooner or later the beneficiaries in
this country, the 36 million people who
receive benefits, and the 115 milllon
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working men and women who want to
receive benefits in the future are going
to insist that Congress stand up and do
what we should do. Congress must stop
backing away from this problem.

The Eagleton amendment is no way tb
approach the real problem we have in
social security.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
listened with great interest to my friend
from Kansas talking about the fact that
there is some question about wheiner we
should be dipping in to general revenues
for the purpose of financing the social
security system.

As Iunderstand his argument, we have
not done it before and therefore we
should not do it now. i i

I think there is some value and valid-
ity to having consistency when we act in
various ways in our Government. But
I do not think that is sufficiently per-
suasive for us to fail to support the
Eagleton amendment, which I am proud
to be a cosponsor of, because it relates
to a problem that geroes in and touches
S0 many millions of Americans,

I believe it provides an answer in a
very fair and ‘equitable way. I think if
there are any words that have not been
used much so far this year, they are the
words of “equity and being equitable,”
“being fair,” and “being just.”

Now, it is a recognized fact that when
the President made his speech on tele-
vision on September 24, he stated that:

It was never our intention to take this
support away from those who truly need it.

Now. the fact 18, when you look at the
record, when the Office of Management
and Budget submitted its official list of
cuts to Congress in April, it specifically
provided for the elimination of the mini=
mum benefit payment.

And on page 176 of the Blue Book, the
OMB said:

The security trust funds can no longer af.
ford these low priority payments.

As a matter of fact, on that same page
it indicated that the proposed change
was the following:

Pay soclal security reciplents only thelr
earned benefits, no longer giving an artificial

minimum amount above thelr earned
benefit. ’

As a matter of fact those of us who
are in the minority have consistently
cpposed this cut fn the minimum social
security benefit. A number of Senators
have offered amendments to add funds
back. Senator RizcLg, if my recollection
serves me right, I believe that the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York, who
is on the fioor, Senator Moyn1naN, and
I think Senator CuirLes have all ad-
dressed themselves to this issue.

On September 24, the same ‘day that
President Reagan went on television, the
Senate, controlled by the Republican
majority, voted against the motion by
Senator CHiLeS to restore the benefit.
The vote, after a good deal of arm twist-
ing, was 46 to 44.

Now we see the Republican Senators
turning around on this issue. And I am
happy to see them turn around. I am
happy to see that they have seen the
light. But I would hope that they might
also see the light in connection—MTr.

1
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President, may we have order on the
fioor of the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I would hope
that they would see the light and undo
the error of their ways which occurred
when the tax bill was passed. and in
which was Included these unbelievable
giveaways to the oil industry.

The giveaways to the oil industry just
did not make sense. I think the Nation
was calling for a tax cut. And I do not
think that most Members of Congress
would really oppose a responsible tax
cut. But there arises in these legislative
halls either a sense of enthusiasm or a
sense of being able to get all that is pos-
sible to be gotten.

I think it is timely that we refresh our

" recollection a little bit about the wind-
fall profit tax. The fact is it was enacted
when there was a Democratic Congress
here. And in ‘the very first tax bill that
the Republicans bring forward, what do
they propose? The bill comes out of the
Finance Committee with a $20 billion
repeal of that tax, a giveaway to the oil
industry for no reason whatsoever. And
then some people come to the floor of
the Senate and they recognize, “Hey,
this is a heyday around here. Let's get
going. If we can get 20, I think we can
get a heck of a lot more.”

And so they come to the floor of the
Senate. The distinguished Senator from
New Mexico offers an amendmentto cut

hack an additional amount from the:

windfall profit tax. Then the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas savs,

“Well, if you are going to go part of the
way, you may as well go all the way.” If
my recollection serves me correctly, he
offered an amendment to the Domenici
smendment, so that the total amount of
tax benefits to the oil industry at that
- point would have been not only the $20
billion in the bill, but an. additional $25
hillion, as well.

Some of us felt that that subject mer-
ited extensive debate. And after a con-
siderable amount of debate, an effort
was made to table the Senator’s own
motion. As we all know and recollect,
the motion to table barely carried.

That was a test vote to see whether
or not we had sufficient votes on our side
to continue the debate. When it was ob-
vious that there were not going to be
sufficient votes to cut off debate, the

amendment was taken down and the.

Senate bill left this body with only the
$20 billion in it. And $20 billion was not
exactly hay.

The bill then went to the House. And .

again the oil companies demanded that
they get their share, and a little extra
as well. And when it got to the House
and the President could not get the votes
that he needed from some of the Demo-
cratic Congresspersons, if you please,
he made a deal with them. He made a
deal to give them $26 billion more—$26
billion more--of the windfall profit taxes,
up to $46 billion. And in the closing days
of the session, in the conference commit~
tee, that was reduced to $33 billion.
Now, the Senator from Missouri offers
an amendment, which I and others have
cosponsored, and we are saying, “Let's
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take out of that $33 billion, not all of it,
just $14.2 billion of it, something ap-
proximating 40 percent of it. Let us take
the tax break on new oil—80 percent of
which benefits the 50 largest oil com-
panies. And let us use those funds, which
never should have been repealed, to help
the senior citizens of this country, to
keep viable the social security system
in this country and to help us in an effort
to make this system as strong and viabie
as we all want it to be.”

The social security system is critical
to this Nation's credibility with its own
constituents. The basic fact about the
minimum social security benefits is the
average payment is what? A pittance—
$122 per month. Three million people
receive minimum benefit payments.

The people who really receive these
benefits are very old people. Fully a mil-
lion of them are over 75 and 25 percent
are over 80 years of age. Almost 65 per-
cent of the beneficiaries are elderly
women. But who cares about them? Take
away their minimum benefits.

These people do not want to go on
welfare. They have paid their funds over

a period of years into the social security

system, and we owe them an obligation
to give them the minimum benefit in
order to retain their pride and to fulfill
our promise.

Cutting the minimum benefits would
add costs to other programs in supple-
nmental income and in medicaid. As a
matter of fact, it-should be noted that
less than one-half of the dollars would
actually be saved.

The realities of the situation are that
the Eagleton amendment should be
passed. It makes good sense. It imposes
no burden on the oil industry.

Everyone in this country recognizes
the oil industry is not hurting. This is
not an additional tax on the oil industry.
This is the windfall profit tax that was
enacted by the Congress as a condition
to the President having decontrolled the
price of oil. It was part of the deal. But
then in the first Republican adminis-
tration to get control of the Senate, in
the first tax bill that they have an op-
portunity to act on, they zero in and
reduce those taxes by $33 billion.

Now we are asking to take back $14.2
billion, approximately 40 percent of that
$33 billion. We are asking for a repeal
of the tax break on new ojl—a tax break
that overwhelmingly benefits the major
oil companies. They never should have
gotten that break in the first place. We
are asking for this repeal for a justifi-
able, a reasonable, and a just cause. I
think the Eagleton amendment should
be adopted.
~ Mr. President, I suggest the ‘absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
East). The clerk will cali the roll.

The assistant legislative .clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President I. ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I support
end intend to vote for the Eagleton
amendment. The general thrust of the

(Mr.
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Eagleton amendment is similar in pur-
pose to an amendment I offered in the
Finance Committee 2 years ago when the
windfall profit tax was first considered.

However, as the distinguished chair-
man of the Finance Committee pointed
out, my amendment, offered in October
1979, did differ in specifics with the
Eagleton umendment. At that time, I
proposed to use part of the additional
revenues generated by the decontrol of
crude oil prices to fund the hospital
insurance fund. The amendment also
weuld have postponed the scheduled in-
crease in social security taxes for 1981.
My amendment proposed to freeze the
social security tax rate and the wage base
to pre-1981 levels for 1 year. :

Earlier in the debate in committee. 1
indicated my intent to use not only de-
control revenues but also part of the
windfall tax itself for the social security
system. However, the amendment finally
proposed and voted on in committee
fnvolved only decontrol revenues. The
amendment was defeated on a tie vote of
10 to 10, with 8 Republicans and 2 Demo-
crats voting for it and 10 Democrats vot-
ing against it.

And so I say to my colleagues on the
committee, whether you voted for or
against my amendment in 1979, I do not
believe they should be constrained b
their vote on that amendment. .

But let me make it clear that I will
vote for the Eagleton amendment. As
early as 1977, I first proposed to use
energy taxes to help fund the social se-
curity system.

When the Carter administration in-
troduced the first severance tax proposal
on oil, the so-called crude oil equaliza-
tion tax or COET, I proposed to use part
of the revenues from the tax to fund
social security. The proposal was de-
feated both in the Finance Committee
and on the Senate floor. But it estab-
lished the groundwork for my later pro-
posal relevant to the windfall profit tax.

In short, I started down the road that
Senator EAGLETON is traveling on more
than 4 years ago. It was a lonely road at
the time and I am therefore gratified
to see so many converts joining with me
today in support of the concept of using
windfall oil revenues for social security
purposes.

As I said to the distinguished Senator
from Missouri last month during the de-
bate on the debt limit bill, if he had been
a member of the Finance Committee in
1979 my amendment might have carried
the day. I welcome his support today and
urge my colleagues to join with us in
voting for the amendment.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chaifr.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I think the Chair.

Mr. President, I rise briefly to state my
support for the amendment of the Sena-~
tor from Missouri and to say that during
the Finance Committee’s deliberations
of the bill now before us I offered sub-
stantially the same amendment. It failed
of adoption in the Finance Committee.
It may be that on further considerations
the larger group in the Senate will ap-
prove it today. I hope they will.

This will give us $11.76 billion in the
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years 1982 to 1986. Those are the figures

_that my proposal also envisaged. It
seems to me it is very much in the range
of the possible shortfall that could occur,
glven very bad breaks in economic
development.

Remember, it is all money in the
Treasury and surpluses in that sense,
are fungible. If this money were not
needed, it would on paper offset deficits
elsewhere. If it turned out it would be
needed, then Congress t0 do what it
should do, to provide from general rev~
enue funds.

The distingulshed Senator from Dela-
ware has just indicated that he, who 18
not noted for his extravagance in these
matters, has been advocating such 8 pro-
posal all along.

For the record, and for those in the
Chamber, I would like to make a simnle
point. That is that when the windfall
profit tax was adopted, the conferees,
and I was 8 member, set aside 25 percent
of the anticipated revenues of the fund
over the period of the tax, over the pe-
riod of its life, for low-income assistance.

It was further provided that, should
the revenues from the fund reach &
higher level than anticipated in the
early years, this assistance should, in
fact, be 33 percent.

The 25 percent was to be divided, in
turn, between assistance to recipients of
the aild to families with dependent chil-
dren and supplementary security in-
come and a program of emergency
energy assistance for other low-income
persons.

This money is now being collected and
it is In a special fund in the Treasury.
In fiscal 1981, some $3.1 billlon was put
into that fund. In the present fiscal year,
the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates $3.69 billion will be put into that
fund. It will be running up to $5 biltion,

-maybe more.

Not 1 penny of this money has gone to
the purpose that the law designates. Not
a nickle of the windfall profit tax has
gone to beneficlaries under the Social
Security Act. I make the point that the
AFDC program and the supplementary

security income program are part of the’

Social Security Act.

The windfall profit tax had a quarter
of its revenues allocated to these pure
poses but none has gone.

The amendment of the Senator from
Missouri does not more than follow the
precise intent of the windfall profit tax
and instead of repealing the tax, as we
did in July, allocates a portion of it to
an excellent purpose, one along the line
of Congress original intent.

In my view, Mr. President, this is &
legitimate use for that money.

Mr. President, there is one last thing
that I feel I have to bring to the atten-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Kansas. . )

It is alarming to me that he has not
revealed to the body what in fact I
have every reason to believe he knows:
That in the new parlance of the ad-
ministration we no longer talk of tax in-
crease. We talk of revenue enhancement.
Revenue enhancement, as Mr. Stockman
put it before the Budget Committee this
moming .
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This would be & form of revenue en-
hancement. Tax increases are bad but
revenue enhancement is good.

Shall we do it again? Tax increases
are bad but revenue enhancement is
good. This is revenue enhancement.

Think positively as you will have to
on more than one occasion in espousing
more than one such enhancement on this
floor before this fiscal year is out,

Our distinguished colleague from
Delaware, a man noted for his forward-
looking views about the possible uses
of revenues, will join us in this matter.

I thank the Chair and I congratulate
my friend from Missouri.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I have
about 3 minutes of remarks and then I
am prepared to vote, if that be the de~
sire of the Senate.

Mr. President, my amendment has

three motivations behind it.

Motivation No. 1, the self evident moti-
vation, $14 billion taken out of the cor~
porate treasuyries of the oil companies
and put into the social security system.
Fourteen biilion dollars is a not signifi-
cant amount 6f money and it would help
the Social Security Trust Fund to have
that kind of an addition.

Motivation No. 2 was to rectify a
glveaway that was part of the 1981 tax
act and to undo part of that giveaway,
to recapture $14 billion that should not
have been given away in the first place.

Motivation No. 8- is a motivation' of
which the Senator from Kansas accused
me, and to which I plead guilty. It is my
endeavor to begin the dismantling of the
1981 tax act.

Mr. President, the 1981 tax act is &

millstone around the neck of this coun-
try. That is not just the observation of
ToM EAGLETON, lawyer from Missouri.
That is the observation of perhaps the
most singlemost respected, the single-
most distinguished, the singlemost lis-
tened to economist in the United States,
Henry Kaufman. When Henry Kaufman
speaks, E. F, Hutton listens.

Henry Kaufman has been speaking
loudly and clearly since April 22 of this
year when he gave his now famous
market rattling speech before the Na-
tional Press Club. Five days later, on
April 27, 5 days after his speech, the
market peaked, Dow Jones at 1024, and
it has been downhill since then, with the
most serious depression, in the market
occurring during the month of August,
during the month immediately following
the President signing the tax bill.

Henry Kaufman spoke again this Mon-
day. Let me quote a portion of Henry
Kaufman'’s speech in the press account
of it from the New York Times.

Mr. Kaufman again criticized President
Reagan’s three-year tax cut package, which,
he said, was résponsible for the United States
Treasury's huge cash needs. He estimated
that Treasury borrowings of up to $65 billion
in the next six months and $85 billion in
the next fiscal ‘year ending September 30,
1882, would put upward pressure on interest
rates in every maturity. “A noose I8 now

tightening around the credit markets,” Mr.
Kaufman, said.

I ask unanimous consent that the press
account of Mr. Kaufman's speech as
carried in the New York Times and the
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Washington Post be printed at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, if the
1981 tax bill remains in full force and
effect as now written between now and
the year 1984, you can kiss goodby any
remote notlon, even the most far-tetched
notion, of a balanced budget by 1984. It
is impossible, and Henry Kaufman knows
it, Wall Street knows it, and even more
and more corporate America, originally
accelerated by the 1981 tax act but now
serlously disturbed at the revenue drain
created by that bill, the worst legisla-
tive abomination in the history of the
U.S. Benate, knows it.

That is a strong statement, Mr. Presi-
dent, considering that an awful lot of
abominable things have come out of
this body through the years. But nothing
in modern history will do as much to kill
this American economy as the 1981 Tax
Act. A $750 billion revenue drain over
the next 5 years, as Mr. Kaufman points
out, insures continued deficits of stag-
gering amounts and insures high-interest
rates as the only throttle to stifie those
deficits.

Kaufman predicts that interest rates
will climb to 24 or 25 percent and that
they will remain at unacceptably high
levels throughout the lifetime of that
tax cut, especially the next 5 years
thereof. Then he points out that when
you factor in indexing—that was con-
tained in the act, to take effect in 1985—
and Index Federal payment—social
security, military retirement, civil serv-
fce—on the upside going out and index
tax revenues on the downside coming
in, that insures Federal deficits into
perpetuity, everlastingly, forever.

So this is my third motivation on
this vote, Mr. President. The first, as I
sald, 1s to help the beleaguered social
security trust fund. The second is to.
recapture moneys taken out of the Fed-
eral Treasury and put in the treasury of
Mobil, Texaco, Exxon, Conoco if it is
still alive, and to- capture back that
which unjustifiably and unjustly en-
riched the oil companies.

Third, and by no means least, {s the
dismantling, at least the partial dis-
mantling, of the 1981 Tax Act. I know,
from talking to my colleagues on the
Republican side as we whisper in each
other's ears riding over on the train or
hanging around the periphery of the
Senate Chamber, many of them have
stated that there was overkill in the
1981 Tax Act; that when the President
of the United States and the chairman
of the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee, Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, got in the un-
holiest of unholy bidding wars and when
they started giving away sweeteners and
played the old radio game of “Can You
Top This?”, when they threw in the-
sweeteners for thoroughbred racehorse
votes and when they threw in the oil
to get the comfort of the oil State Sen-
ators In Congress, and when they threw
in this and that to get this group of
gypsy moths or that group of boll weevils
or whatever clique they were trying to
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pander to, the net result of what they
did, Mr. President, was to give away the
U.S. Treasury. o

That bill, in essence, eliminates cor-
porate income taxes about 3 years out.
That bill, in essence, eliminates Federal
inheritance taxes for all practical pur-
poses 3 years out. And, rest assured,
more evil is yet to be done. Because they
only gave to the oil companies $33 bil-
lion. That is all they could get their mitts
on at one time. But rest assured, there
will- be other tax bills with other gim-
micks, with other sweeteners, with other
bidding wars. Then they will try to grab
the whole darned bundle of the windfall
profit tax. .

That bill is a millstone around
America’s neck and it is a millstone
around the neck of President Reagan
and the Republican Party. They have
painted themselves into a Catch 22 from
which they cannot extricate themselves.
And the time will come—this may not
be the time and the hour when we begin
the dismantling process but, as certain
as I am standing here, some time during
the Presidency of Ronald Reagan, he
will have to come back to this body and
88Y¥ the Federal Government has to have
more revenue, .

Senator MoyNInan refers to it as reve
enue enhancement. By whatever name
you want to call it, it is more money
going into the Treasury, it is more taxes
acquired in some form, way, or shape.
And he will have to come back because
when this year's deficit, projected by
the President at $42.6 billion, comes in
at $60 to $70 billion-plus, and when
the net deficit is way out of range
and when 1984's deficit approaches $100
billion, then the President will have to
admit that that which he signed with
great glee and acclaim in early August
of 1981 has infiicted grave economic pain
on .this country and has created these
intolerably high interest rates that are
wiping out middle- and small-sized busi-
nesses and farmers by the hundreds—
every day, every week, every month.

It is in the same prediction that if you
look at the last quarter of this year,
calendar 1981, the rate of bankruptcies
will be double what they were the last
quarter of calendar 1980, and the same
prediction for the first quarter of 1982
vis-a-vis the first quarter of 1981.

Mr. President, I plead gullty to the
Senator from Kansas. I do have a mo-
tivation over and above trying to get
these moneys into the social security
system and trying to get them back from
the oil companies’ treasurles. If this
amendment carries, then this Senate
goes on record as saying we know we
made a mistake in the 1981 Tax Act and
we ought to begin now to rectify those
mistakes and take this noose—those are
the words of Henry Kaufman—take this
noose off the American economy.

So, Mr. President, I hope that my
colleagues will support this amendment
for all three motives that I have es-
poused. If you only like two, vote for it
because of two. If you only like one, vote
for it because of one. But vote for it in
any event, because it is an amendment
that could have some significant ramifi-

- cations in trying to get this country out
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of 18 percent prime and try at least to
give some small- and middle-sized busi-
nesses & chance to survive,

Exgmr 1
[From the Washington Post, Oct. 13, 1981)

KAurMAN: Reacan Pouicres Won Do MoRe
HarM-——EcoNOoMIST CITES EFFECT ON CREDIT
(By James L. Rowe, Jr.)

New Yorx, October 12.—Henry Kaufman,
the highly respected Wall Street economist
whose dire predictions have vexed the ad-
ministration, said tcday that Fresident Rea-
gan's policies will weaken the nation’s credit
system further and “in turn, our economy

will experience a greater deterioration.”

Kaufman, chief economist of Salomon
Brothers Inc., sald under current conditions,
"we must regard it as an achlevement if our
economy continues to sputter and spurt,”
lurching from recession to recovery, but with

a sustained period of economic growth or.

lower inflation and interest rates. .

“To expect more would be downright un-
realistic,” Kaufman said in a speech here to
the Financial Executives Institute. The Rea-
gan administration has been angry that Wall
Street—a8 evidenced by & declining stock
and bond market~—has not been more enthu-
siastic about the Reagan administration's
economigc policies.

But predictions of continuing inflation
and high interest rates by economists like
Kaufman have made investors wary about

the future. They worry, like Kaufman does,

that budget deficits will be higher than the
President wants and predicts and that the
resulting Federal borrowing will crowd out
private companies from the debt market.

Meanwhile, the chief economist for the
Conference Board, & research group spon-
sored by business, said the second US, re-
cesgion in a8 many years appears to be under
way. -

Albert T. Sommers said the recession was
triggered by high interest rates, but that
once @ progressive weakening in the economy
has started, it “runs on its own internal en-
ergies. Even reversals In the originating
causes—in this instance, & reversal into a
significant decline of interest rates—are
unlikely to have much effect for a consid-
erable period.” .

Sommers, in 8 biweekly letter, noted the
sharp increase in unemployment in recent
months—it increased from 7.2 percent in
August to 7Y, percent last month—as evi-
dence that a recession 18 under way. But he
said there 1s no reason to think an economic
slowdown need be ‘'severe or prolonged.”

The tax cut, which earns Kaufman's criti-
cism, will help moderate & slide. The reduc-
tion, Sommers said, “which appeared far too
large in the circumstances of just a month
ago, will look & lot 1ess undesirable as reces-
sion proceeds in the forth quarter.”

Kaufman's scenario, which he calls a
Catch-22 situation, 1s one of conflicting pol-
icles that will result in successiveé recessions
and halting recoveries. “Escapes, if any, are
very few and hold real problems . .. In to-
day's predicament, as in all Catch-22 traps,
the best-intended decisions may produce the
wrong results; measures of relief for some
may produce unanticipated pain for others."

Kaufman has been & persistent critic of
President Reagan’s policy of trying to achieve
budgetary balance by cutting. civilian-spend-
ing and relying upon a tight monetary policy
while at the same time sharply boosting de-
fense spending and lowering tax rates.

The high interest rates that have made it
s0 difficult for the economy to resume &
steady growth after last year’s brief recession
are in large part the result of the stringent
policies maintained by the nation’s central
bank, the Federal Reserve, which has tried to
slow the growth of money in the economy
by making it both expensive and scarce,
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There 15 a conflict between tight rnoney
and loose budget policies, Kaufman said, that
has resulted in difficult problems for every-
one needing credit. Long-term financing is
difficult to obtaln and is expensive, forcirg
already strapped companlies to borrow their
money for months &t & time rather than
years.

State and local governments are haviug a
hard time selling their bonds, while hanks.
although seemingly faring well, are not in
good shape for the long haul. Housing con-
struction has sputtered to a standstill, Auto
sales are sluggish.

The widely followed Wall Street economist
said the recent slowdown in growth of one
of the key monetary targets (called M1-B)
that the Federal Reserve tries to iInflueace,
may convince the central bank to ease up on
its policles and that as a result short-term
interest rates might fall for a while.

In recent weeks the Federal Reserve bas
appeared less hard-nosed about its poticles.
and & key interest rate, the so-called federal
funds rate, has dropped from the 16 percent
range to less than 13 percent. As & result, the
prime lending rate has dropped from 20 per-
cent to 18Y%; percent at many major banks.

Kaufman sald he anticipates the prime
rate, the key banking rate for short-term
loans to businesses, will fall to 16 percent or
17 percent soon, but that rates will climb
after that when the Federal Reserve finds
itself forced to tighten 1ts pursa strings
again.

Kaufman said that he agreed with Reagan
that defense expenditures need to be in-
creased. However, Kaufman said, then "the
tax cut should have heen viewed as @& dig-
cretionary decision and would have been
prudent only if the resultant budget were
in reasonable balance.”

(From the New York Times, Oct, 13, 1981}
KAUFMAN SEEs NEW HIOHS yoR RATES
{By Michael Quint)

Interest rates will rise to new highs in the
next six months, Henry Ksufman, & promi-
nent Wall Street economist, warned flnan-
clal executives here yesterday.

In the stock market, which was open for
trading during the Columbus Day holiday,
Mr. Kaufman's forecast made some traders -
nervous. even though it wag not. funda-

_mentally different from the one he has been

making all year. Trading volume was light.
and the Dow Jones industrial average fell
3.62 points, although, over all, gaining stocks
gllgh]tly outnumbered declining stocks. [Page

In the previous two weeks the Dow aver-
age had increased almost 60 points on the
expectation that interest rates would com-

. tinue their recent decline. Mr. Kaufman, the

chief economist at Salomon Brothers, an in-
vestment banking firm, predicted that those
declines would last for several weeks but not
through year-end.

In the weeks before Mr. Kaufman's speech
to the 800 ranking corporate financial officers
attending the Financial Executives Insti-
tute’s 50th annual conference at the New
York Hilton Hotel, the financial markets
have occasionally been buffeted by rumors
that he was about to change his funda-
mental interest rate forecast. For 'several
years Mr. Kaufman has been one of Wall
Street's most respected volces on interest
rates, and his prestige 1s now especially high
because he was one of the few economists
who correctly foresaw this year's economic
resilience and higher interest rates.

BPUTTERS AND SPURTS
. In his speech yesterday, Mr. Kaufman said
heavy demands for short-term credit would
continue in an economy characterized by
“sputters and spurts.” Along with John F.
McGillicuddy, the chairman of Manufac-
turers Hanover Trust Company, who followed



October 15, 1981

him in yesterday’s program, Mr. Kaufman
warned the assembled treasurers and finan-
cial vice presidents that the nation'’s credit
markets were strailned and could be the
source of unpleasant surprises. -

In coming weeks, Mr. Kaufman said, long-
term rates could come down “a bit,” while
the bank prime rate might fall to 16 or 17
percent @8 overnight rates for loans in the
Federal funds market drop to 12 percent or
13 percent. Currently, the prime rate is 1814
or 19 percent, while Federal funds have been
trading mostly between 14 and 15 percent.
By the last half of this quarter, however, Mr.
Kaufman sald interest rates might turn up
a8 the money supply begins growing rapidly
and the Fed starts making credit less avall-
able.

Mr. Kaufman's comments come at a time
when corporate treasurers and investors are
perplexed and alarmed by the persistence of
high interest rates. Short- and long-term
rates have dropped recently, but so far the
declines have not been great enough for
many industrial companies to sell long-term
bonds and repay their mounting short-term
debt.

Today’s schedule for the conference,
which lasts through tomorrow, includes
_presentations by Alva O. Way, president of
the American Express Company, and John
S. R. Shad, chairman of the Securities and
Exchange Commission Tomorrow, Felix Ro-
hatyn, partner at Lazard Fréres & Company,
18 scheduled to talk about bankruptcies and
baflouts.

Commenting on the recent decline in rates,
Mr. Kaufman sald after his speech that “the
Federal Reserve is trying to avold & reces-
slon and has & better-than-even chance of
doing so.” However, in his speech. he made
it clear that success in avolding a recession
raises the risk of “more dangerous economic
and financlal consequences” as borrowers
rely excessively on short-term financing from
banks or the commercial paper market.

Mr. Kaufman again criticized President
Reagan’s three-year tax cut package, which,
he sald, was responsible for the United
States Treasury's huge cash needs. He esti-
mated that Treasury borrowings of up to 865
billion in the next six months and $85 bil-
lion in the fiscal year ending Sept. 30, 1982,
would put upward pressure on rates in every
maturity. :

“A noose s now tightening around the

credit markets,” Mr. Kaufman said, adding
that the time was nearing when 1t ‘would
choke other sectors of the economy in addi-
tion to housing.

Mr. Kaufman stressed that the financial
markets were faced with a welter of para-
doxes that would cause problems despite the
best intentions of economic policy makers.
He described several “Catch 22" gituations in
the financlal markets. -

For example, the tax-exempt savings cer~
tificates will strengthen savings institutions,
he sald, but “will have adverse market re-
percusions,” as certificates means less money
1s avallable for financing short-term busi-
ness loan demands. Likewise, he sald ac~
counting changes that make it easier for
thrift institutions to sell devalued securities
could mean extra pressure for lower prices
and higher yields. .

Besldes warning of the perils facing the
financial markets, Mr. Kaufman offered seve
eral suggestions to economic policy makers
during and after his speech. The executive
branch of Government, he said, might scale
back the tax cuts, look for ways of spending
less on defense and “enforce competitive
wage and price agreements” next year.

MORE FLEXIBLE FED
The Federal Reserve, Mr. Kaufman sald,
- should be more flexible in putting monetary
policy into effect. He sald the Fed should
consider ways of regulating the fiow of
credit in the economy, perhaps by imposing
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marginal capital requirements on financiel
institutions and encouraging longer mac
turities. )

“If wo can sputter and spurt for & fow
years without undermining the credit mare
kets,” Mr. Kaufman sald after his speech,
then the big military spending will be be-

hind us and the energy probiem will be less. .

“Perhaps then we can realize the underlying
strength of the ecnomy,” he concluded.
Some of Mr. Kaufman's sternest Wernings
were reserved for business Gnencial prase
tices, which have evolved into an ‘“‘unpre-
cedented” reliance on short-terma kBorrowing
rather than bond or stock @rancing, he said.
Mr. McGillicuddy of Meanufacturers Hen-
over echoed some of Mr, Eaufmen’s werne
ings. He said that Paul A. Volcker, chairman
of the Federal Resarve Board, was concerned
enough about the low capitalization of large
banks that 1t “might wel mean ¢thet large
banks will be coming under growing pres-
sure to restrain their lending activities.”:
After his speech, the New ¥Vork banker
sald, “I wap impressed ¢hat Mr. Voleker put
such emphasis on the capital fssus,” gl
though so far the Fed “uas pot been jawe
boning tho banks to cut their lending.” Ho
sald that "‘corporate treasurers who do mot
have firm bank lending agreements in plece
ought to be thinking about it.”
Concerning iIntorest ratés, Mr. McGitilo

cuddy sald that “rates will be very siicky om -
‘the downslide,” especially the bank Primoe

rate where more of the once-low-cost como
sumer deposits are being shifted into higho
cost tax-exempt savings certificates op sige
month money-market savings certificates.

“I see little In the outlock that would
trigger another inflationary spiral’ Rfr, Moo
Glllicuddy said, adding that interess retes
would decline gradually as the Reagen AGe
ministration convinced investors that 1t wes
moving toward a balanced budgst.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, ¥ plse
in support of the amendment of the

.Senator from Missouri. I agree with the

Benator that this amendment provides
an unprecedented opportunity for the
American people to test the priorities of
this body. .

' 'We have a cholce—vote for big ol or
vote for social security. This amendment
will not affect royalty owners, heavy ofl,
or any of the special categorles of ex-
emptions from the tax specially designed
for independent producers. It only ef-
fects new oil production.

New oll production is heavily domi-
nated by the big oil companies. Accord-
ing to the annual oil and gas survey of
the Commerce Department, the top 5@
oll companies own 82 percent of all crude
oll production. These big oil companies
recelve 80 percent of all crude oil rev-
enues. They control 74 percent of all ‘oil
and gas field properties, and, mest im-
portantly they control 94 percent of all
offshore properties which will be the
source of almost all the big new oil finds.

The President of the United States
addressed the Nation just a few weeks
ago and asked for cuts and belt-tighten-
ing in education for the children of this

country, In cutting back programs that "

will -affect the elderly, on immunization

programs that will protect the health of

the American people. Tighten the belt, he

told all of those individuals. .
Now, on this vote on the Easleton

amendment we are going to ask the oil

g:gt;stry to tighten its belt just a littie
, too.

The question I must ask is how: de~
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pressed 15 the ofl industry compared to

- the rest of American economy? Merrill

Lynch, not known to be a Democratic"
orgen, makes this assessment in’their
spring report of the American petroleum
industry. They state: .
Given thes? high oll prices (#32 per barrel
efter windfall profits taxes) and natural gas
(07 per MCP for deep gas) prices, new oil
discoveries can recover all costs in six to nine
months, while deep paturnl gas discoveries
‘¢BD pay eut A less than 12 months. This com-
pares with three to Ave year payouts prior to
the OPEC price increase in 1974. Such pay-
outs probably make the oil exploration busi«
ness mere 'profitable than any other segment
of Americen industry.

Now £ would ke to point out to my col-.
leagues thet it was Merrill Lynch's as-
sessmaent thet “new oll discoveries”—that .
is new, not eld oll—can recover all costs
in 8 to 9 months. ) :

T have heard & great deal about ho
new “Ineentives” are needed. In the last
year we have all heard about the new
Republicen economics. Now we also have
& new Republican Ungulstics—a tax loop-
hole for enyone eise is an “incentive” to
the ofl companies. o

I would ke to ask my colleagues—do
the off companies need more incentives
to find oll when a new oll well with the
windfall tex will pay back in 6 to 9
months? . . '

Obviously they do not. Let me give you
gn example, The press has been filled
with reports.on the overthrust belt. These
reports have told about how risky and
how expensive it is to explore in this area, .
What they have not emphasized is that
gome of these fields were worth develop-
ing even with much lower oil prices. Let
me quote David Work, exploration chief
for Standard O of Indiana..

Even 15 ofl prices were eppreclably lower
then they aye today, (this field) would have
Been well worth developing. This fleld is &
giant amon@ glants. It's the biggest thing in
the United States since Prudhoe Bay.

Now it is also argued that the wihdfall
tax on nmew oll is depressing exploratory
*drilling efforts. That i3 a preposterous
claim in light of the huge incréases in
exploratory drilling that have occurred
since the windfall profit tax was passed.
Lzt me quote from Petroleum Inde-
pendent, the magazine of the Independ-
" ent Petroleum Producers Association:
More encouraging than the general active
1ty galn 18 the fact that pure exploration— )
the drilling of new field wildcats—is 30 per-
cent ahead of last year and that, despite the
increase. 18,7 percent of all new field wildeat

compietions resulted in some sort of dis-
covery. :

So more tax loopholes are not only
unnecessary, they are a waste of the
taxpayers’ money. .

Two months ago on the Senate floor
I moved to recommit the 1981 tax legls-
lation because it was my conviction that
it was unsound energy policy and unfair
tax policy to give away tens of billions
of dollars in new oll tax loopholes. I be-
lieved that by increasing the exemptions
from the windfall profit tax we were
breaking & solemn promise to the Amer-
ican people.

When we decontrolled the price of oil,
we promised the American people that
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we would at least recover 50 percent of
the windfall tax. But the tax bill we
"passed in August cut the windfall reve-
nue by 156 percent—almost $12 billion in
revenue between now and 1986 and about
$33 billion over the decade.

Since that ill-considered legislation
was passed, it has become clear that the
deficit in 1982 will be billions of dollars
more than originally expected. These
new estimates are cau ‘many to ree
think their position on that legislation.
In that context, I belleve it is important

to understand how new oil tax breaks\

were enacted last August.

Even though the President, as a can-
didate, had stated his unequivocal op-
position to the oil windfall tax, he re-
quested no changes in the windfall tax
in his economic recovery tax package.

‘The scores of special interests who
wanted special tax relief were promised
that a second tax bill would follow. The

administration counseled those special

interests that revenue for new special
tax relief would be produced by renewed
economic growth.

Virtually every special interest heeded
the President’s advice—except one—the
oil industry. In its greed it demanded—
as a price of its support of the tax packe
age—billions of dollars in tax relief.

It demanded this relief despite the
fact that oil decontrol and OPEC had
combined to produce one of the greatest
transfers of wealth in the history of the
world—all in one direction—from the
pocket of the American consumers to the
coffers of the oil companies. The Klon-
dike gold rush looked like pocket change
in comparison. The oil business—in all
its elements—has become immensely
profitable. From 1956 through 1972 oil
industry profits rose at an average of 2.6
percent per year. Then, from 1973
through 1980, the industry’s soared to
20.8 percent a year—almost 10 times
more proﬂta,ble than the previous 16

years

Durlng the same period that oil profits
were advancing at this incredible rate,
the growth in personal income was one-
tHird less than from 1956 to 1972. Let
me quote the senior economist at data
resources:

‘You have a huge increase in profit growth
for the oll industry and a sharp decline in
real personal income. That shows the clear
shift of wealth.

In spite ot a tenfold Increase of its
profits, in spite of the fact that the oil
industry 1s 12 times more profitable than
the rest of American industry, it de-
manded and received special tax relief.

Now as the cool winds of fall are re-
placing the heat.of August, the admin-
istration is being forced to face the cold
economic facts—in the words they have
so often thrown at us Democrats—that
there is no free lunch—that they can-
not drastically cut business taxes and
begin the most massive arms buildup in
human history—and also balance the
budget. Not voodoo—not black magic—
not astrology can repeal second grade
arithmetic.

" And s0 now the President hag pro-
posed increasing taxes by ending special
tax breaks. I say let us take him at his
word. Let us repeal the oil tax slveaways
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that were conceived in political expedi-
ency and enacted in irresponsible haste.

One of the principal reasons that ¢the
deficit will be so high is that over the
next 5 years those ofl tax breaks will
give away $11.8 billion in windfall rev-
enues and $33 billion over the next 10
years. I sald at that time that it did not
make sense to me, and I do not believe
it makes sense to the American people,
to cut school lunches, student loans,
transportation for the blind and handi-

capped at the same time we were in-

creasing by billion of dollars the loop-
holes for windfall profits for the oll
companies.

As I have already pointed out, most
new oil is discovered by the big oil com-

panies. But, I still hear pleas that we

must oppose this amendment because it
will hurt the independents.

I think my colleagues should also un-
derstand that these independents that
we are trying to take care of and pro-
tect are many, many times larger than
the average U.§. company. In fact, the
income of the average oll and gas com-
pany in the United States was 13 times
larger than the income of the average
U.8. company for the most recent year.
But, of course, my colleagues: have are
gued, “Well, we're not talking about the
average company because that data is
skewed by the fact that there are some

very rich, big oil companies.” They ar--

gue: “We're talking about exemptions for
those smdll guys, the small entrepre-
neurs that are out t.here-'-thom indl-
vidual, one owner compant

Well, I have also looked at the tax data

-for those companies. Those small one-

owner oil companies are 214 times more
profitable than the average small Ameri-
can company—3 times more profitable.
It i3 hard for me to understand why we
need to give those companies more ex-
emptions from the taxes when they are
already 2%, times more profitable than
anyone else. But that was the justifica«
tion for the billlons we gave away.

In summary, I support the efforts of
the Senator from Missouri to end special
tax breaks for the ofl companies that are

12 times as profitable as the average

American business.

I believe it 1s unfair to the mlmons of
elderly Americans to threaten cuts in
social security benefits when we are giv-
ing tens of billions to the oil companies,

1 nt;rge support of the Eagleton amend-
me;

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that a letter by the Com-
missjoner of Social Security, Mr. John
Svahn, be included in the Reconp- It ex-
presses the administration’s opposition
to the use of general revenues for the
financing of social security. -

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Rnconn.
as follows

'rx-m COMMISSIONER
OF SOCIAL SECURITY,
Baltimore, Md., Octobder 1, 1981
Hon, RoseRT J. DOLE,
Chairman, Senate Finance commmee, U.S8.
Senate, Washington, D.C."~

DEarR SENATOR DOLE: As you know, there
have beeh several suggestions from within
and without the Congress that general Yev-
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enuse funds (income, windfall profits -w
excise tax) be ‘¢ither . appropriated
“loaned” to help reaolntholnmnmaotm
Social Security Trust Punds .

This 18 to repeat for the record this Ad-
ministration’s strong opponmon 10 any such

- gction., Our position is grmmd«lonm%-

rimary issues:
P First, the infusion of geneml rovonm mto .

We believe that to brea.k thtt dlsclpnu
would ultimately lead to bresking oth
long-standing principles of the Socisl aecu
rity system, including the most basio prin-
ciple of all: that Social Security is an earned
benefit that & worker is entitied to regard-
less of his or her level of retirement income.
The infusion of general revenues would ine
evitably lead to intense pressures to require’

program.
Becond.atatlmovhmwemtumg.«
deficit of more than $40 billion in the tur-
rent fiscal year, there simiply are not general.
revenues available to' earmark !or - Social
Seourity or any other program

the system has historically earned..

torically earned. )
But we strongly hope that you share our -

equally deep conviction that whatever steps

we may take toward that end must not lead

* the system ultimately astray as would be the

caso whers we toa.bmdonthodinctpumd
the Trust Fund principle.
Sincerely, .
Jomv A. Bvum

® Mr. WALLOP. Mr. Prestdent the
amendment under consideration would
take us on & dangerous course. The pro-
posal is to provide funding for the social
security program out of Federal general .-
revenues. -Passage of this amendment
would create an illusion of secutity. So-
cial security would be no more solvent
after passage of the amendment than
beforehand. The only differenice is that
& 'mythical entity known as general reve-
nue would supposedly protect the pro-
gram from bankruptcy. It is an act of bad
faith by those who portray themselves as
true defenders of social security. There
are no general revenues for social se-
curity, or for any other purpose. That is
why we have had to cut the growth in
Federal spending this year. The Treas-
ury is not only empty, it is in the red.
The proponents of the amendment
argue that they will incrensé general
revenues by increasing the tax on newly
discovered oil. But, even their own éco-
nomic agsumptions predict that the tax
will collect about $14 billlon over the
next few years. The projected shorts"
range ‘social security deficit is anywhere
from: $11 billion to $111 billion. The $11
billion figure. which 1s close to the reve-
nue pickup through the amendinent, is
based on the most optimistic assumps
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. tions that could be made about the econ
omy. No:one accepis this prediction. -

- The $14 billlon will not keep social

security solvent. But, it 1s a- means to

open the door to further general revenue

- financing for social security. Since the

.budget is. in deficit, we would have to.

turn.on the printing presses. The result
is more inflation and lower real-economie
growth.

.. I should also point out- that the as-
sumptlon that the tax. will ralse $14 bil-

lion 1s overly optimistic. Every revenue
. -assumption regarding the windfall profit -
© .. tax has.been too high. The tax Is an

‘erratic source of income, and it would be

" _irresponsible to rely on such an uncer-.
tain source of revenue to protect retire-.

ment benefits..

“When the Committee on Economlc Se-
curlty drafted the original Soclal Secu-
rity. Act, President Roosevelt . rejected
any suggestion that general revenues be
-used to f%gnce the program. He insisted
that the bogram be self-financing. This
_principle has been maintained for the
past 45 years. The last time the Senate
voted on using general revenues was in
1967, and the motion was defeated by a
- vote of 62 to 6. The Congress will con-
- slder proposals next spring on preserving
the financial stability of social security.
We will develop a sensible program at
that time. This 15 not the time to try to

use nonexistent general revenues for the

_ social security program.@ -
.. Mr. DOLE, Mr. President, 1§ ‘under-
. stand the Senator from Missour! has no
more requmts for time on that slde In

- ‘about 2 minutes, I shall move. to. table

.the amendment R

© "Mr. MOYNTHAN. Will' the Senator
from Kansas allow me just 20 seconds, to

. observe that the revenue enhancement
_ language is that of the Director of the
Office of Management and Budgét. I re-

. ported it to this body as having sur--
faced, as they say, at about 11:30 this .

momlng I am sure we shall see more of
enhancement.

__‘Mr, DOLE. Mr, President, it is & term
that has been around a while, but I am
‘sure we shall see more of it—at least the

.term‘

Let me say ﬁnally that I heard this

same speech from the Senator from Mis- . -

--gouri about the race horses. That amend-

; ment came from that side, I might add..
“We tried to work it out I thought 1t had.

© some merit.

¢ Mr. President, the Senator from Mls-
souri Is honest in his' convictions. He

' voted against tax relief for the Ameri-
" can-people. The vote was 89 to 11; 11

‘Mémbers out of 100—10 voted with the

: Benator who voted against tax rellef for .

the American people, against tax relief
for . .Amepican business. It Is easy, on
the 15th day’of the program—it did not
. take effect until October 1—to stand on
" the Senate fioor and cry gloom and
"doom. We are workiig our way out of
the Carter years. It takes a little time.
You cannot do it overnight. What Presi-
dent Carter did In 4 years, makes the re-
covery process slow.-We are doing. the

- best we can. We can wrap this debate in’

- oll and we .can all cry together, but
sooner or later, we are going to have to
. gddress the. problem of social security.
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Mr: President, I am going to continue
to press for efforts for more oil drilling
in the State of Missouri.:I think that Is
the only thing in this bill, to.discover
more oll in-Missouri and a few other

_States. But in the meantime, we are go-

ing to continue to send you enough oil
to keep you warm in winter, or to keep
the automobiles running in Missouri. We

are not going to suggest a tax for all
the automobiles produced in Missour].
‘We are golng to suggest a tax on coal

that may be produced in other: States. In

‘Kansas, we have this great oil produc-.

tion, The average is three barrels perr
‘day for each.well.

. Mr. LONG. Will the Senator yleld at
that point? .
- Mr. DOLE, Yes, Mr. Presldent

" Mr. LONG. Mr. President, may I say
to the Senator that one mistake we did

- not make during the Carter administra-

tion was to try to finance the soclal
security out of the deficit. What we did
in those years, even though some rec-
ommended otherwise, was to insist that
the. soclal security program would have
to be pald for by those who expected to
benefit from it. We put enough taxes on
to keep the soclal security program sol-
vent and to pay for its benefits. :
-Some protested that approach, but up

.to now, we have not gone to general

fund financing of social - security. We.
have worked on the.sound basis that

-. those who are going to benefit from the

program ought to be paying for it-and
they ought to be paying in: a proportion

‘relative to the benefit they expect to

have from it. By following that ap-
proach, - we have kept "this' program
sourid.

. The general fund we are talklng about -
has an accumulated deficit of more than

" $1 trillion because it has not been pald

for. May I say to the Senator. that if
you want to keep the soclal security
program solvent and if you want to keep
the Nation solvent, you should insist

- that- we continue to pay for this pro- -

gram through those who expect to get
the benefits contributing to it, and not
-do it on the basis that we will give you
the benefits but we are going to tax the
other guy.

‘T can recall when' the program got into

-trouble, It ‘'was when Wilber Mills ran
for President of the United States. He
sent us a wire during the New Hamp-

shire primary teillng us to lncrea.se 50=

.cial security benefits- without increas-

ing taxes. We were supposed to be able
to do this by changing from the so-
called static .assumptions to. dynamic
assumptions.

Mr. President. if there is not enough
money being raised by the soclal security
payroll tax, then we can-try to find a way
to stay sound by making some changes.
In this bill the Finance Committee rec-

-.ommended that we tax sick pay as well .
" as regular pay, and then shaving down

some of the benefits certain future bene-

ficlaries will recelve so as to keep the cost

inside the revenues. May I say that so
far, that approach has been successful,
It has been successful slnce the program
was started.

It is true that we have some projec-

‘tions that glve us cause tor concern, but-
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go far, we have managed to finance the .

program and we have managed to -keep it

-sound by not going outside and taking

general revenues, not taking revenues of

-people who have nothing to do with the

purpose of the soclal security program,
but financing it on the theory that those
who are going to get the benefits will pay
for it and they will receive benefits in ac-
cordance with what they pay.

I say to the Senator that he is support-

.ing the same position as those who have

maintained.this program down through .

the years and had the courage to vote for:
:the taxes to pay for it, and'I am pleased -
to support:the Senator 8 position on this..

. Mr. DOLE. I thank the dlstlngulshed
Senator from Loulsiana,. -

All this talk about revenie enhance-‘

ment reminds me of an old story. Several
years ago in this Chamber, one of my

about ready to wind up his speech, and
he sald, “Now, gentlemen, let me tax

-your memories.” Some of the liberals
jumped up and said, “Why haven't we
"‘though of that before?” {Laughter.}

That 1s essentially the fix wé are in to-
day. We have taxed just about every-
thing that moves or wiggles around here,
and now we are trying to take some of
the taxes and put them into the soclal
security problem.

.I do not have any quarrel with the

‘liberal colleagues was beating the table,

Senator’s amendment, so long as I have -
enough votes to table it, and I will find .

out now if I can do that. [Laughter.}

.- Mr. President, I move to table the:
amendment', and 1 ask for the yeas and. -

nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there & .

sufficlent second? There is. a sufficlent
second. -

-The yeas and nays were ordered

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the motion to table
the amendment. On this question the
Veas and nays have been ordered, and

. the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the-

Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE), the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. Munxowsm)
and the Senator .from Idaho (Mr.
SyMMms) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Washington (Mr. GorToN) Is absent due
to death In the family.

I further announce that, it present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. GorTON) and the Senator from.
Idaho (Mr. Symms) would each vote

.“yea ”

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the
Senator from Hawall (Mr, INoUYE) Is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OF'FICER (Mr.
CoHEN). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber who desire to vote? ’

The result was announced—yeas 65,
hays 30, as follows:

" [Rollcall Vote No. 812 Leg.]

. YEAB—85

Abdnor Boschwitz DeConcint
Andrews Burdick Denton:
Armstrong ©  Chatee Dixon
Baker * Chiles - . Dole -
Baucus Cochren -  Domenicf
Bentsen D'Amato . Durenbefger.
Boren ' Danforth East :
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Exon Humphrey Pryor
Pord Jepsen Quayle
Garn Johnston- Randolph
Qlenn Kasgebaum Bascer
Goldwater Kasten Schmitt
" Grassley . Laxalt 8impscn
Long Stafford
Hatch Lugar 8tenmis
Hatfiald Matsunaga - Stevens
Hawkins Mattingly Thurmond
Hayekawa Meilcher Tower
Heflln Nickles Wallop
Helng Nunn Warner
. Helms Packwood Zorinsky
Huddleston Percy
. NAYS—380 .
Biden Hollings Proxmire
Bmdley Jackson Riegle
Bumpers Kennedy Roth
Byrd, Leahy Rudman
Harry P, Jr. Levin Sarbanes
‘Byrd, Robert C. Mathias Specter
Cannion Metzenbaum  Tsongas
Cohen Mitchell Weicker
© Oranston Moynihan Williams
Dodd Pell
Eagleton
NOT VOTING—b6-
QGorton McCiure Symma
Inouye - Murkowskt

. So the motion to table Mr. EAGLETON'S
amendment (No. 581) was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO, 585

hh;[ir ROBERT C. BYRD addressed the

r.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion recurs on amendment No. 585.

Mr. DOLE. May we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is not in order. Those Senators in the
alsles please take their seats or remove
themselves from the Chamber.

The Senator from West Virginia.

‘UP AMENDMENT NO. 484 (TO AMENDMENT

NO. 588) .

(Purpose: To require the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget to sub-
mit a full and complete list of reductions
in  budget authority and outlays and in-
creases in revenues to the Congress)

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I send to the desk an amendment to the
amendment by Mr, PRESSLER and ask that
it be stated by the clerk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk |

will state the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr, RoB-
ErT C. BYRD), for himself, Mr. DECONCINI,
Mr. CANNON, and Mr. MATSUNAGA, pProposes an
unprinted amendment numbered 484.

To the amendment offered by Mr. Pressler.

" strike all after the words, “It.1s” and insert

the following: the purpose of this section is
to assure the American people that the as yet
“unidentified savings’ included in the budget
requests most recently submitted to the Con~
gress for fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984, will
not be 2achieved by reductlons In budget
authority and outlays for Soclal Security

programs. .

(b) Not later than November 15, 1981, the
‘Director of Office of Management and Budget
shall prepare and transmit to the Congress a
full and comiplete list of all reductions in

budget authority and outlays and increases

in revenues for fiscal years 1082, 1983, and
1984 which he determines are necessary to
" insure that the deficit for fiscal year 1982 doea
‘not exceed $43,100,000,000, that the deficit for
fiscal year 1983 does not exceed $22,900,000,~
000, and that outlays do not exceed revenues
_ by the first day of fiscal year 1984. In prepar-
ing the list required by the preceding sen-
tence, the Director shall only utilize catego-
ries of reductions in budget authority and
outlays which explicitly specify the programs
and appropriation accounts in which such
. reductions are to be made, the exact amount

- Total unidentlred cuts. ceeweee.. =2
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of such reductions, and the provisions of law
with respect to.entitlement programs which
must be changed in order to carry out such
reductions.

.Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
DEeConcINI, Mr. CANNON, Mr. MATSUNAGA,
Mr, SassER, Mr. RI1EGLE, and Mr. LEvIN
be added as cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so-ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
in short, this amendment requires that
not later than November 15 of this year
the . OMB Director shall prepare and
transmit to the Congress a full and come-

" plete list of all of the so-called unidenti-

fied cuts that appear in the budget for.
fiscal year 1982, 1983, and 1984, the cuts
that he determines are necessary to in-
sure that the deficit for fiscal year 1982
does not exceed $43 billion; that the defi-
cit for fiscal year 1983 does not exceed

-$22.9 billion; and that the budget for

fiscal year 1984 is a balanced budget.
In preparing that list, the Director
would have to be specific with reference

.to the programs and the appropriation

accounts in which reductions have to be
made, the exact amount of such reduc-
tions, and the provisions of law with
respect to the entitlement programs
which must be changed in order to carry
out such reductions.

I ask unanimous consent to Include in
the REcorp, at this point, a table showing
spending cuts, revenue increases, and:
“unidentified cuts” for fiscal year 1982,
fiscal year 1983, and fiscal year 1984.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 88
follows:

REAGAN BUDGET CRISIS (BASED ON ADMINISTRAT(OIN
) BUDGETARY AND ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS)

" {Dollar amounts in biltions}

Fiscal year—
1982 1983 1984
Adﬁ;inizg.ation"s d(qﬁcit () sur-

us (+) projections:

P arch ' - $85.0 -m 8 +10.5
Juby e —42.5 2.9  +.5
September -43.1 —-22.9 ........

Administration’s September pro- .
- posal:

Deficit reduction..._._.._. - 16.0 58.8
Spending cuts. .. (13.0) (20 3) (24.8)
Revenue increases. . ... (3.0) (8.0) 211.0)
Unidentified cuts--"_"2__.___20 (11.7) (23.0)

July unidentified cuts. ..., ...~ () —30.0 —44.0
September additional cuts:
Defense spending ... -ccoo- .- -2.0 =50 '=6.0
Nondefense spending (12 }
percent across-the-board).. —8,4 -53 -3.8
Future reenmlement reform
................. —-2.6 ~=10.0 -15.0
More umdenhfled CUtS. oo cemee —-11.7 ~23.0
Subtotal, September cuts.. —13.0 -32.0 -47.8
Total, July and September
(){_n.n _______ —~13.0 -62.0 -9.8
6 ~—51.7 —82.0

1 Amount not identified, estimated $15 billion.

Mr..ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
based on the administration’s budgetary
and economic assumptions—not on the
assumptions by thé Congressional Budget
Office, but based on the administration’s
own economic assumptions—as of the
July budget revision, the midyear review,
there were $30 billion in unidentified cuts
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for fiscal year 1983 and $44 billion in
unidentified cuts for fiscal year 1984.

As of the time that  the September
budget revision was submitted by the ad-
ministration, there were $10 billion in
additional unidentified cuts in the “fu-
ture entitlement reform” package and
there was an additional figure of $11.7
billion in “unidentified cuts,” making a
total of $51.7 billion in unidentified cuts
for fiscal year 1983. And In that same
September budget submission, there is a
figure of $15 billion in the reductions in
the future entitlement reform package
and an additional $23 billion in uniden-
tified cuts, making a total for the uniden-
tified cuts in fiscal year 1984 of $82
billion.

Mr. President, I think the American
people have a right to know what the
administration has in mind insofar as
the so-called unidentified cuts are con-
cerned. I believe that Congress is entitled
to know, also, what the administration
has in mind as far as unidentlﬂed cuts
are concerned. -

If the administration itself does not

- know what is included .in the.$82 billion

in unidentified cuts for fiscal vear 1984,
and if the administration itself does not
know what is in the $51.7 billion in un-
identifled cuts for 1983, then the “bal-
anced” budget that the administration
has been talking about for fiscal year
1984 is nothing more than a piece of
paper.

The President promised a balanced
budget by fiscal year 1984, and we here in
the Senate continue to hold a balanced
budget as one of our important goals.
But if the administration does not know
whht is in the unidentified cuts amount-
ing to $82 billion for fiscal year 1984,
then, as I say again and repeat, the bal-
anced budget of the administration is
nothing more than a piece of paper. And
if the administration does indeed know
what is included in the unidentified cuts,
then it should tell the Congress, it should
let us know in advance, and it should let
the American people know in advance of
1983 and in advance of 1984, as to what is
included in those unidentified cuts.

“One of the most disturbing questions
in the minds of older Americans is: Will
the budget ax fall on their social security
benefits? And our older  Americans have
seen one conflicting signal after another,
Social security was to be included in the
so-called safety net. It was a sacred cow,
But in May, the administration an-
nounced a proposal that would cut so-
cial security benefits by $88 billion over
a 6-year period. And again in July the
administration included $19.6 billion in
social security cuts from fiscal years 1982
through 1984 in its mid-session review-
of the budget.

In September, the administration pro-
posed new budget cuts and claimed that
it had restored social security cuts in-
cluded in the Julv budget. But if we look
at the column labeled unidentified cuts
in fiscal year 1983, and if we look at the
column labeled unidentified cuts in
1984—cuts amounting to $51.7 billion for

-fiscal year 1983 and $82 billion for fiscal

year 1984, respectively—these are mot
cumulative cuts. These are cuts for each
fiscal year—$51.7 billion, unidentified,
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~ in fiscal year 1983, and then in fiscal year
1984 an additional $82 billion in uniden-
tified cuts.

If the administration is unwilling to

identify the unidentified cuts, then how.

do we know that the administration is
not including social security cuts in that
designation of unidentified cuts?

‘Has the $19.6 billion social security cut
assumed in the July budget disap-
peared? Where are these cuts? If social
security cuts are not included in the un-
identified savings assumed in the 1984
budget, what cuts are included? Can we
assume that if the total of the cuts can-
not be identified the slack will come from
" social security?

The amount the administration has as-"

sumed for unidentified cuts has grown
with each budget request. The only thing
that has not grown is the information
as to what makes up the unldentiﬁed
cuts.

~In the most recent budget request sub-
mitted to Congress, as I have Indicated,
there are $82 billion In unidentified or
undistributed cuts included for fiscal year
1984, .

My amendment a.sks that Congress
simply be told and that the American
people be told, in essence, what these
cuts are. If the administration can as-
sume that amount of money in balancing
the budget, why can it not tell us how
it reached that number? How did it
reach the number of $82 billion in un-
identified cuts for 1984? How did it ar-
rive.at that number? It must have some
information as to where the cuts will
be made. If it has that information, then
Congress 1s entitled to know about it
now, not to have to walt until 1984 to
find out. Now. The American people are
entitled to know now, not next year, not
in 1984, as to what those $82 billion in
unidentified cuts are. As I say again, if
.the administration does not know, then
the so-called balanced budget is & worth-
less piece of paper.

The administration claims that it
knows ways other than cutting social
security in balancing the budget and
that it has Included those ways In its
budget-cutting plan. All I want to know
is, what are these plans? Can someone
tell us? What are the plans? Eighty-two
billion dollars in 1984. Fifty-one point
_ seven billion dollars in fiscal year 1983.
- That i1s a total of $133.7 billion in un-
identified- cuts that the administration
is counting on making.

Cutting $82 billion from a budget in
one single fiscal year is a.difficult task,
and if the plan to achieve these cuts is
in place, Congress should be told. Con-
gress represents the ultimate authority.
Congress should be told what programs

will be cut and ought to be told now, -

and the American people ought to know
now.

I think what we have here is a Pan-
dora’s box. Do not lift the 1id. Do not
take a look at what is in that box of
unidentified cuts. Do not take a look too
early. The American people might be
disturbed. ‘

If the cuts have not been identifled,
then. as I say, the budget submitted by
the administration cannot-lead to the
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balanced fiscal year 1984 which has been
promised so often.

Mr. CHILES. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield. -

Mr. CHILES. I think the amendment
the minority leader is proposing is some-
thing that is essential, for the Congress
and the American people. We must have
this information if we are golng to be
able to deal with the economic¢ and
budgetary problems the Nation faces. In
fact, it now looks as if the further we get
along the more elusive the picture seems

to be of where we are actually golng to

cut and what the programs are going
to be.

As the dlstlngulshed minority leader
knows, when we left In August, we were
told that there would be some additional
cuts proposed in 1983 and in 1984 that

-‘would be identified for us. But when we -

come back in September, we find In ad-

«dition to those cuts we are now told that

there are other cuts that are not identi~
fled. )

In listening to the President’s address,
he talked about three or four areas of

. different cuts, some that he had given to

the Cabinet and they were to come up

with some cuts beginning sometime next-
.year, for the budget proposals next year.

We still have the cuts which were un-
identified In August when we left, and
now even part of the new proposals are
unidentified. Also unidentified is the $21
billion over some 3 years
changes—I think they sald the closing
of loopholes or tax revenue moneys. Most
of us have to recognize those are tax
increases. One man’s loophole is another
man's tax increase. So there are some
$21 billion there. A

Altogether we are talking about a
tremendous amount of the budget, espe-
cially In the numbers; and, depending
on if you use the administration’s figures,
it now looks as if we are talking about a
deficit, with the new interest figures, of
close to $80 billion by 1984. That money

~for 1983 and 1984 is unidentified. If we

use the CBO figures, we are talking about
well over $100 billion deficit.

The problém we face is extremely seri-~
ous, but the administration is telling

people just how serious it is. They are -

saying that if we just cut another 12 per-
cent, we will get a balanced budget. But
they are not telling people that we would
have to cut another $15 billion in entitle-
ment programs, and they have not said
which ones they want to cut. They have
not. told the people that they still need
$23 billion in other areas which they
cannot identify. They have not said that
if CBO’s estimates are correct, they will
need another $52 billion to cut after all
that. This situation is awful, and the
people have a right to know that if we
take the President’s numbers in defense,
and exempt soclal security from cuts,
then to balance the budget by 1984 we
will have to cut everything else by 36 per-
cent, by more than a third, on top of
what we already cut. That means 38

- percent for veterans benefits, for high-

ways, for education, ‘and for law en-
forcement.

The administration is not telling peo-

ple that the $21 billion is credit activities -

in tax.
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it wants to cut are for small business,
housing, and agriculture, which are just
the parts of the economy which are being
devastated by high interest rates.

The administration has not told us
what all those other cuts are going to be,
Yet I asked Mr. Stockman today, on his
appearing before the Budget Commit-
tee, if the CBO figures were correct. We
have found that they have always.been
closer to belng correct even though they
usually underestimate their fAgures.
They have been closer to being correct
than -any of the Presidential figures -we
have had since I have been on the Budget
Committee and since I have-been watch-
Ing it. That is true of previous Presi-
dents, as well, including Ford and Car-
ter, and now President Reagan's admin-

- istration. If those figures are correct we

are looking for cuts of at least 36 per-
cent of the CBO figures across the board
for every agency.

If we are not to cut some of these
agencies 368 percent, that means that
some would have to be cut more. and
others less. We are entitled to know what
the administration has to say about it
or where we cah make these cuts. We are
told that there is a safety net out there,
that the safety net will protect those
people who cannot protect themselves.
We are also told that there is a lot of-
waste and fat. We need to know where
that waste and fat is so we can cut it out,
50 we can root it out.

I think the longer we wait the more
the credit markets are going to react
because there 1is uncertainty. One
Budget Committee witness, from a ma-
jor Wall Street Investment house, told
us that 4 percent of the current interest
rate is a premium being paid for uncer-

_talnty. We do have this iInformation, but

we need to get it if we are going to get,
on a clear path toward a balanced

-budget and eliminate that uncertainty.

I congratulate the minority leader for
seeking this information. It seems to me
that it is something which is essential
for the éntire Congress to have and for
the American people to have 50 that we
can identify these cuts and know the di-
rection In which we are golng. I am
delighted to see the Senator’s proposal
before us. .

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
distinguished Senator from Florida. He
is a member of the Budget Committee
and is In a position to speak with a great
deal of authority on this subject. I very
much appreciate his comments and his
support of the amendment.

I now yleld -to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Montana. _

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I thank
the minority leader for yielding.

I believe this to be a very impressive
amendment. I say that because up until
last year when Congress has adopted
budgets, they have beén on a yearly basis.
The administration would come up with
a8 budget, itemize various categories and
various programs, and the Congress
would scrutinize and analyze those pro-
visions, trying to determine whether or
not the budget was appropriate. Congress
would then pass the budget.

It has only been recently that we have
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come to a new procedure., That is, we
have begun to project budgets into the
future. If we do that, it seems. to me if
they are honest projections they have to
"have honest figures.

This amendment very -directly and
precisely points out the administration’s
projections or so-called budgets for the
future are really phonies because they
are not budgets in-any sense of the word.
They are just & wish that the total
amount of spending be & certain figure.
It does not say how they will get to that
result, what the route will be. It does not
supgly us with a roadmap. It is just a
wish. v

This amendment basically tells the
administration to tell it as it is, that
it does have a budget. We in the Con-
gress have the obligation to scrutinize the
legislation fully, an obligation to look
into it and know what the figures are.

I believe that we have an obligation to
project the future so that we know what
we are voting on. So far, we have un-
specified cuts of up to $82 billion in 1984
and we do not have & budget. It is just
phony. It is phony in the truest sense of
the word. This amendment will help
pinpeint the phoniness, the illusion, of
the proposal sent up by the administra-
tion. I think it is a very good amendment.
- The second point, Mr. President, as has
been menticned by other Senators, is
that we were promised by the adminis-
tration that there would be no cuts in
social security. Then, 1o and behold, the
President came up with social security
cuts totalling approximately $68 million
over 6 years. Now he has backtracked on
that because the American public has
spoken out against soclal security cuts.
We do not know whether the adminis-
tration has in the back of its mind fur-
ther cuts in scclal security. Maybe they
are included in the unspecified cuts.

- Mr. President, if we are going to es-
tablish- greater certainty in the minds
of senior citizens, in financial markets, in
people who are affected by Federal pro-
grams, then I think the administration
has a very strong obligation to come
forth and tell us where the proposed cuts
are, If they do not do that, then we do
not have a budget because unless they
can tell us their proposed figures for vare
ious programs, the words are just smoke,
there is no substance.

X think this is an excellent amendment,
Mr. President. I commend the Senator
from West Virginia for noticing this faw
in the budget, for proposing an amend-

ment to help cure the defects in the.

budget and help establish a little sense
in this budget process so that the country
. has a better idea of what exactly is going
on. I commend the Senator from West
Virginia and I think him. .

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I thank the Senator from Montana.

I shall not try to hold the floor at
length, Mr. President. .

I just want to emphasize, for those
Senators who may be in their offices
listening, that Congress gave to the
President his requested package of $35
billion in cuts prior to the August recess.
He has now requested additional cuts
emounting to $13 billion for fiscal year
1682. I anticipate that there will be fur-
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ther requests for cuts In January or
the early spring. 50, what we see here
is a succession of requests for cut after
cut after cut in the budget.

Mr. President, many of us on this side
of the alsle were under the impression
that the first $35 billion cut that was
requested—although we opposed certain
aspects of it and trled to amend the

. package, most of us went along and sup-

ported it once we failed in our efforts to
amend {t—but many of us were under
the impression that that was the ecoe
nomic package of budget cuts for fis-
cal year 1982. We were told that we had
to give the whole package, the whole
thing—tax cuts, budget cuts amounting
to $35 billion, Increased defense exe
pénditures—and most of us voted for
all of that. Now ‘we find that, come Sep-

-tember, there is a request-for an addie«

tional $13 billlon in nondefense cuts,
and additional cuts in defense expendi-
tures amounting to $13 billion across
the 3-year period.

Mr. President, we undoubtedly will be
asked for more reductions. I do not be«
lieve the budget can be balanced sime
ply by the process of cutting the budget.
I think that i1s part of the process, of
course, and we have cooperated with
the President in that fashion. But I just
do not think that to balance that budget

“in fiscal year 1984 by budget cuts alone is

doable. I do not think the American peo-~
ple are aware of the dimensions of the
cuts that are yet to be made.

There was quite a whoop and a holler
about the $35 billion cut package that
was enacted, a lot of celebrating of the
enactment of that package. and so on.
Now we find, as I say, another $13 bil-
lion in requests.

But that 1s not all of it. We find, as we
scrutinize the administration’s budgete
ary assumptions, that there will be $51.7
billion in unidentified cuts for fiscal year
1983, and an additional $82 billion in un<
identified cuts for fiscal year 1984.. -

Mr. President, the full revelation of
what these budget cuts are really going
to mean is going to sink home in due
time. When the American people awaken
to the fact that in order to achieve this
so-called balanced budget in fiscal year
1984, the administration has cranked
in——cranked into the balanced budget—
“unidentified cuts” amounting to $82
billion—what does that mean, Mr. Presi=
dent? Does that mean additional cuts
in defense?

Does it mean that revenue sharing is
going to be eliminated? .

Does it niean that there are going to
be some cuts in social security?

Does it mean that there are going to
be cuts in veterans’ pensions? .

Does it mean that there are going to
be cuts in black lung payments and rail-
road retirement benefits?

Does it mean there are going to be cuts
in Federal retirement benefits?

Are there going to be further reduc-
tions in synthetic fuels and energy con-
servation?

Are there going to be further cuts in
mass fransit?

Are there going to be further cuts in
college loans, child nutrition, and school
lunch programs? : :
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Are there going to be further cuts in
coal research? . ’

Are there going to be further cuts in
water and sewer projects, education, and
health programs?

Are there to be further cuts in flood
prevention projects, farmers home loan
guarantees?

Where are the cuts going to be made?
If the administration knows, then it
ought to say. Otherwise the financial
‘markets atre not going to believe that the
administration can be successful in
achieving the cuts that are wrapped into
the designation of “unidentified cuts”
for fiscal year 1984.

Where is that balanced budget? Does
the administration know? Or does the
administration not know? If it knows,
then let it speak.

The American people have a right to
know. They have a.right to know what
the dimensions of this cutting exercise
are going to be within the next 2 to 3
years. '

And the Congress needs to know. How
can Congress proceed in a reasonable
way to deal with the budget if it does
not know where the cuts are going to be

_proposed by the administration?

So, Mr. President, I call on the ad«
ministration to open Pandora’s box.
Let us take a peek. Just let us have a
little look into this Pandora’s box. Let
us see what is In there, in this box that
1s labeled ‘“‘unidentified cuts.”

Let us be assured that there will not
be anv cuts in social security. Let the old
folks throughout this country be assured
that there will not be cuts in social secu-
ritv that are included in that $82 billion
in unidentified cuts for fiscal vear 1984.
Let the elderlv community of this coun-
try receive assurances that there will not
be cuts in that Pandora’s box labeled
*unidentified cuts” that really are cuts
in social security.

Let the veterans be assured that there
will not be further cuts in veterans’
health care.

Let the administration speak and let
the financla]l community, the financial
markets, the business community of this
country know that the administration
really is on track, that it really knows
where it is going, that it really does know
what cuts are going to be made, and that
it can achieve those cuts; or else the
financial markets are not going to be
convinced that thev can be made.

Mr. President. my amendment would
require that information. Truth in
budgeting; that is what is needed. We
have heard of truth in lending, truth in
this, truth in that. This is the “truth in
budgeting” amendment.

1 hope that all Senators, will support
this amendment. How can any Senator
go home, how can I as a Senator—does
the Senator from Kansas wish to be
added as & cosponsor?

Mr. DOLE. No. Mr. President, I just
thought the Senator had stopped.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. How can I, as
a Senator, go home if I were to vote
against this amendment, or if I were to
vote to table it, even? How could I say to
the old folks, “Look, I really did not want
to know what those unidentified cuts are.
It really did not matter to me whether or
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not social security tuts were included. So
I voted no, against the amendment”? Or
“I voted to table it.”

Do I want to tell my people back home
that it is of no interest to me what is in-
cluded in the unidentified cuts?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator
from West Virginia yield at this point?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, Mr.
President.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 1
want to say that the Senator has made
an irrefutable case, in my view. I would
like to offer, if I may, certain elemental
numbers which, I think, make as salient
as possible a case for his amendment. Let
us go to the fiscal year 1984. That is not
very far away, just 23 months away.
According to the Congressiénal Budget
Office—and we are honored to have on
the fioor the distinguished chairman of
the Budget Committee, who will confirm
this—estimated revenues in fiscal year
1984 under the administration’s tax pro-
gram will be $748 billion. If you take
three items—defense, interest on the
public debt, and existing benefits to in-
dividuals, such as social security, rail-
.road retirement, veterans’ pensions—you
get $740 billion. That leaves $8 billion
for all remaining operations of the Gov-
ermment in fiscal 1984: $8 billion for
the Department of Agriculture, the De-
partment of the Interior, the Library of
Congress, the FBI, the CIA, the Coast
Guard, the White House staff, the Su-
preme Court, and the staff of Congress.
You cannot do that. You cannot get the
remainder of Government for $8 billion.

I assume that we will continue to pay
interest on the public debt, that we will
not default on the Government's most
fundamental financial obligations.

We have heard no one on' this side
or the other, propose to reduce defense
much. Where can the money come from
then, but from entitlement benefits for
individuals?

That is why an answer to the Senator's
question will not be forthcoming. unless
Congress directs it to be. Ineluctable
logic indicates that it must come from
benefits to individuals. Naturally the ad-
;rt)liinistration does not want to talk about

s.

We warned them that the size of that
tax bill in the out years was intolerable.
We said that a great barbecue was taking
place. and that a clean bill the Nation
could afford was being turned into an
‘auction of the Treasury. They signed
it anyway. Now we all must deal with
these numbers.

The chairman of the Budget Commit-
tee is in the Chamber. Our revenue esti-
mate in 1984 is $748 billion. The admin-
istration has a higher number—$771 bil-

lion. That would give you $23 biilion for -

all the rest of Government, and you can-
not do that. If the cuts are ot going to
come from defense, and we continue to
meet our debt obligations, then where is
the savings to come from—excedt from
benefits to individuals, or from a mid-
courseé correction in the tax program,
_ stretching out the tax cuts?

This morning I informed the chair- .

man of the Finance Committee that Mr.
Stockman now refers to tax increases as

.ginia does a very im
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revenué enhancement. If there is not
going to be so-called revenue enhance-
ment, then there is going to be devasta-
tion in entitlement programs for in-
dividuals as we have known them. Not
just in social security but also railroad
retirement, black lung benefits, veterans
pensions.

‘Unless we get a straight answer, un-
certainty will loom as a threat to the
very fabric of this soclety. The Senator
is quite right. We have not yet received
one.

With gratitude to the minority leader,
I will vote for his amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
distinguished Senator, and I yleld the
fioor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from West Virginia yield?

Mr.ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from West Virginia
for raising this point again.

I believe the American people thought
that last August, after the budget reso-
lution had been considered and after the
tax bill had been considered, the budget
cuts proposed by this administration had

been adopted. But now we find we have .

a new messageé from the President of
the United States, asking for new budg-
et cuts on the grounds that not enough
has been done and more is needed. Peo-
ple in my State of Massachusetts believe
that Congress gave the administration
what it requésted and many feel that we
gave too much. But over the summer,
after the President’s program was en-
acted, interest rates skyrocketed and the
projections were for more of the same.
When we came back here in Septemher,
we heard that the answer to these in-
terest rates is another new economic
program—the second one in 6 months—
and that this new program is for more
budget cuts.

I believe the Senator from West Vir-
rtant service in
asking the administration to detail for
the Congress and the American- people
where these additional cuts will be
made. Let us not forget that we heard

_time in and time out during the course

of the last Presidential campaign, there
were not going to be any cuts in social
security. Only waste and fraud were to
be eliminated. Then the administration
changed its mind and broke its promise.

Cuts were made in social security. First -

the minimum benefit was eliminated.
And if that was not enough, the admin-
istration then proposed to make an ad-
ditional $88 billion in cuts.

It was only after the Senator from
West Virginia, the Senator from Michi-
gan, and others of us continued to press
to restore the minimum social security
payments, and the Senator from New
York offered in his proposal to allow
borrowing for the funds, that we have
been able, at last, to give some assurances

to millions of senjor citizens that there

would not be a serious disruption of the
fundamental commitment that has been

‘made to those who have paid into the i

social security system.

The Senator from West Virginia is-

entirely right when he asks, and really
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demands, accountability as to where

these additional budget cuts are going

to come from. -

As the Senator from New York has
pointed out, we are spending about $100
billion just to finance the national debt.
We are spending over $200 billion on de-
fense; we are spending over $400 billion
on entitlements and other uncontrollabie
programs including social security and
health care programs under medicare.
There are not the resources to make the
$82 billion in cuts the administration

is asking for unless we are prepared to

say to every parent in this country that
there will be no more school lunch pro-
grams, that we are abolishing every op-

portunity for young people to go to’

school under the guaranteed student
loan programs, that we are virtually
abolishing the Older Americans Act, that
we are going to basically eat away and
wipe out health care, job training, hous-
ing, and transportation programs. We
are not being honest with the American
people.

I believe that the Senator from West '

Virginia, in focusing on- this issue, has
really provided an important service. I,
for one, join the Sehator in hoping that
the administration will provide us with
their list as to what areas are going to
be cut back, so that the American people

will have a better understanding es to -
whose belt is being tightened and whose-

belt is being loosened.

Earlier this afternoon, the Senate re-
jected what I considered an eminently
reasonable amendment by the Senator
from Missouri that had been refined over
‘a previous amendment the Senator had
offered. It was very close to the amend-
ment I offered some time ago when we
tried to reduce the budget deficits by
some $33 billion, by abolishing the wind-
fall-that would be granted to'the major

. oil companjes. That issue was clearly

focused—more profits for oil companies

or more benefits for the .elderly. People
will have an understanding of what the
Senate was, attempting to do en that
issue, and we had a yea-gnd-nay vote on
that. I regret that that amendment was
defeated.

Now the Senator from West Vu'glnia,

is trying to make the administration
accountable to Congress and the Ameri-
can people on the question of $82 billion
in additional cuts. The Senator does a
service to this body. The American
people are entitled to the answers to his
questions, and I commend him for rais-
ing this issue on the fiodr of the Senate
this afternoon. I urge my colléagues to
support Senator Byrp’s amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank my
friend, the distinguished Senator fmm
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY).

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, wili the
Senator from West Virginia yield? .

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I vield to the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from West Virginia

for offering this amendment this after- -

noon.
What we have before us are the plans

of the administration which will soon .

be translated into action, to make $82

_hillion in unspecified and ‘unidentified
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budget cuts between now and fiscal year
1984, in an attempt to balance the Fed-
eral budget. I believe it is incumbent
upon the administration to indicate to
this body and to the American people
precisely where these budget cuts are to

be made.

"It is only right that the Senator from
West Virginia should offer this amend-
ment today, in an ‘effort to point out
precisely where these cuts are to be
made and to require the administration
to report back to this body on a date
certain as to precisely how the admin-
istration intends to make these cuts.

Mr. President, .I believe some of us
Lave proceeded far enough simply on
faith iIn this administration and on
faith in the President’s program. We see
now that we have passed a tax cut bill,
- at the urging of this administration,
which, over a period of 3 to 4 years, will
reduce Federal revenues by some $750
billion. Lald alongside are cuts so far
which will aggregate, over the same pe~
riod of time, between $130 billlon and
$150 billlon. This does not take into
consideration increased outlays that will
be made for defense and for defense
readiness, which we all support.

The bottom line of.all this is that we
are looking, in the . years ahead, into
what appear to be bottomless deficits.

The Senator from West Virginia is
quite correct in calling upon the ad-
ministration now to point out precisely
for the American people where these
cuts are going to be made, Quite frankly,
I say to my distinguished leader, the
Senator from West Virginia, that I do
not know how this administration can
make cuts of this magnitude without
getting into basic programs that the
American people have come to rely on
and depend on, such as social security.

If these cuts can be made without.
getting into the social security program
or other vital and crucial programs to

the American people, then I think it is .

incumbent upon the administration to
point them out.

So I wish to associate myself with
the remarks made earlier by the Sen-
ator from West Virginia and commend
him for Introducing this amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I thank my able friend from Tennessee
(Mr. Sasser), and I yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I reluctantly

must oppose the amendment. I think it

was drafted In good spirit during the
?emoc'ratic Caucus during the: lunch
our,

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presidént,
will the Senator yield for a correction?
Mr. DOLE, I yleld. '

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. No. The
amendment was drafted prior to the
caucus.

Mr. DOLE. Maybe it was discussed
during the caucus. .

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I informed
my colleagues about this good amend-
ment during the caucus and they were
delighted to hear about it.. :

I wish to come to a Republican Caucus
to likewise iInform my friends there, be-

cause I hope that there will be a lot of

support on the other side of the aisle, as
& matter of fact, almost unanimous sup-
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port on the other side of the aisle for this
amendment. .

Mr. DOLE. We have four ~*-sentees. I
can promise the Senator i .aey were
here they might be potential supporters,
but we hope none of the present Mem-
bers will support this amendment, not
that it does not have some merit. We are
trying to examine it now to find what
merit there may be to this amendment.
So far we have not found any, but there
may be some merit that has not been
discovered. )

I think we should go ahead and ask
the President to outline his program for
fiscal years 1985, 1986, 1987, and 1988,
since it is probably a foregone conclusion
that he is going to be reelected and we

should know his program through 1988. .

I do not know why we want to let Presi-~
dent Reagan off the hook just for- 1983
and 1984 because I assume the American
people, for the most part, are hoping that
he is going to Be reelected to save th
economy of this country. '

He is on the right track and, as I have
said earlier in the debate, it takes a while
to recover from 26 years of Democratic
domination of the Senate and 4 years of
Jimmy Carter, We just cannot do it in a
matter of 6 or 7 months, but the Presi-
dent has made great strides. I'cannot re-
call in the 20 years I have been in Con-
gress, 8 in the House of Representatives
and 12Y% in the Senate, where any one
President of either party, I might add,
because this is not a partisan debate,
has had such success in reducing Federal
spending. I think it is dramatic. I think
maybe we did not cut enough. If that is
what is belng suggested on the other side,
I certainly hope that we will have sup-
port for further budget reductions.

This Senator was never under any il-
lusion that we were going to cut spending
once and that would solve all of our
problems.

The President has made it clear that
there would be additional budget cuts,
but what this amendment proposes to
do now is to take away his flexibility, to
say, In effect, that the President has to
tell us by November. 15 what he might
want to do next year or the next year.

The economy is going to change. Just
since the President’s program took effect
2 weeks ago interest rates have dropped
1Y; points. That 1s not bad in 2 weeks.
And {f they continue at that rate, we will
be down to a reasonable rate of interest
in a few weeks or a few months.

That Is part of the thrust of the Presi-
dent’s program, Inflation is below 10 per-
cent for the first time in many months,
and that Is. because of the leadership
provided by President Reagan. .

I do not have any quarrel with the
amendment. On the other hand, I just
do not know why it is being offered—
well, I know why it is being offered. As
long as we have the votes to table it, it
is a good amendment. I have asked my
distinguished colleague from New Mex-
ico, Senator Domewict, to appear and
discuss the amendment. As I understand,
the amendment refers to cuts in social
security programs, and I assume that in-
cludes medicare, medicaid, aid to de-
pendent children, or any other program
that might be under the Soclal Security

‘complaining,
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Act, including unemployment compensa-~
tion. I mean we are looking at all these
programs from time to time trying to
ferret out some of the abuses. In effect,
there was an amendment 6ffered yester-
day which we accepted which will pre-
vent the Social Security Administration
from malling social security checks to

dead people. " -

I am not even certain that if we took
this amendment we could even change
that because stopping checks to dead
people would be a reduction in social se-
curity benefits, Now those people are not
but I suggest that we-
might violate the spirit of this amend-
ment if we adopt it. I want to be very
careful that I understand the full intent
of the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia. .

Iam also told that we have had a quick
conversation with the OMB Director,
since he was singled out for special rec=
ognition. He finds the amendment ob-
Jectionable. He also indicates that the
effects of this change are quite signifi-
cant, We are advised by Mr. Stockman
that the annual review by the President
of the OMB-proposed budget cuts takes
place In December. That means that if
OMB would cut a program, the agencies -
then could appeal that decision to the
President. ) L

If we should adopt this amendment,
and Heaven help us, Senator RoserT C.
Byrp would have us send the OMB -
budget cuts to Congress without time for -
thelr appeal. This will glve.much more
power to OMB and its Director, and may-
be. that is a good idea, He has had a
pretty good track record so far, but Iam
surprised that such a suggestion would .
come from that side of the alsle.. . .

The effects could be dramatic cuts, for
example, in' the Appalachian Reglonal
Commission, EDA, REA, certain Energy
.Department projects, all without.an ap-
peal to the President, I hope that is not
the thrust of the amendment. I also point
out that the information here requested
will be available for fiscal year 1982: The
appropriations cuts have already been
sent up. The revenue package will be
here before November 15. The entitle-
ment package will be sent up next week.
Maybe just the thought of this amend-
ment has stimulated the OMB Director
to get all this material up here, and may-
be there Is no need for the amendment
to be pursued. .

Beyond that, I think it is fair to say
that the amendment would affect the
President’s flexibility in fiscal years 1983
and 1984. I hope that we know that as
different estimates are made we will find
out if the tuts made now are effective. I
say to the Senator from West Virginia
that we are in the Chamber today cor-
recting what may have been a mistake
in reconciliation of eliminating the mini-
mum benefit: We are restoring at least
most of that benefit. We may be back
with other fine tuning of some of the
budget reductions. . C

Despite all this, I think I could accept
the amendment if we could add one more
clause that would indicate that we by
this action we are approving any cuts
that are sent up. . '

Perhaps we could get that little amend-
ment adopted, just a little technical
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amendment, that by this action there
would not be any further votes on any
reductions, we would just take what the
President suggested. Then I think iIn a
spirit of nonpartisanship and fair play
and in an effort to expedite the process,
we might be willing to accept the amend-

t.

But beyond that we have a social se-
curity bill before us. We are really try-
ing to patch up the system and restore
the minimum benefit. We do it respon-
sibly, though, by paying for that restora-
tion. We have a bipartisan support. I
. make very clear the vote was 20 to 0 in

the Finance Committee. We are going to

authorize the reallocation of the taxes in

the three different social security funds,
"and we are going to authorize interfund
borrowing, 50 we can assure the same
people, and I know the concern of the
Senator from West Virginia. By this ac-
tion, though. we have taken a Band-Aid
‘approach. We will assure senior citizens
that at least through next year and hope-
fully 1983 and 1884 they can expect to
recelve their checks in the full amount.

. But I also indicate, so the record will

be complete, that we have a responsibility
in this Congress regardless of our party
to address the long-term probléms in so-
_clal security. I know that many of my
‘colleagues on both sides feel strongly
about that. We hope that once we pass
this legislation we might begin to address
the long-term problems of the social se-
- curity trust funds so that we can take
positive action to make certain we pre-
gerve the system for the 36 million bene-
ficiaries and that we also preserve the
-system for the 115 million working men
and women who one day will be bene-

. flciaries.
I am not able to support a sweeping

“amendment of this kind. It is unfair to’

the President. I know of no President in
either party who has struggled so might-
ily to balance the budget, to restore the
economy. What this President wants to
do for this country, its senior citizens, its
veterans, its farmers, and its working
men and women is to reduce inflation
and he is on the road to doing that. He
also wants to reduce high interest rates,
and he is on the road to doing that. To
reduce Government regulation and he is
on the way to doing that. It would seem
. to me that this approach would not be
compatible with the efforts being made
now by the President.’

When everyone has an opportunlty t.o
speak to this amendment, I will move to
table the amendment at that time and
hope the motion to table will be passed.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will

~ the Senator yleld?

Mr. DOLE. I vield the floor.

Mr, DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

_join with Senator DoLE In opposing this
amendment.

I am amazed. I have heard in the
Chamber today that after the: first
budget resolution and the President's
first package of budget cuts, it has sud-
denly dawned on people that there was
supposed to be & second round. Some
are saying that the dramatic first and
thought-by-many-to-be-impossible first

- round of cuts that was to be the only
round; the President said it all In his

-budget;
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1981 budget and that we had done it all

1n the Reconciliation Act.

I hope the record is clear that that
resolution was clearly the first install-
ment and-there must be $30 billion ad-
ditional reductions in 1983 and $44 bil-
lion additional reductions in 1984.

Now, the fleures are in the resolution.
Anybody who thinks it is not, just go
read it. It s in the President’s budget.
It is In the document that this Senate
passed by an overwhelming margin.

The second thing that I have heard is
equally amsazing. If there is one thing
that the distinguished ‘Senator from
Kansas and the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana did on that tax bill on
the floor, they told us the numbers. They

.told us exactly how much that was in

tax cuts.

I just checked and I think that bill
passed 89 to 11. I say to my good friend,
the sponsor of this amendment, the mi-
nority leader, 89 to 11. We do notf have

‘enough Members on our side of the alsle

to make that 89 to 11. Everyone voted
for that knowing the extent of the tax
cut.

Now, perhaps they did not know that’

there was going t0 be & deficit in 1982,
Perhaps they did not know that unless
we made ancther big round of budget
cuts, perhaps they did not know there
was going to be a deficit in 1983 and 1984.
But, I gliarantee you, when you look at

- the resolution, that is what it said.

Unless you have $75 billion in additional

. cuts, there will be & deficit. And we voted

89 to 11 for the tax bill. I do not remem-
ber what the budget resoiution passed by,
but it was something comparable.

Now, Mr. President, if this President
has been negligent in telling us where
his cuts are going to be as prescribed
and required by the procedures of this
country, I would be standing here sup-

porting you; I say to my good friend.

But he has not.
There is a law that says when he sends
us budget cuts—and it is not now.

Congress 18 not to come along in the

middle of the year and say, “We are not.
sure what you want to do in 1983 and
1984, We are not sure that we are going
to be able to support you.” And perhaps

the minority is saying that we in the.

Senate do not wish to prevent the Presi-
dent from proposing these reductions.
Rather, he has no authority to cut the
we in the Senate have to.
Therefore, we are entitled to an extraor-

dinary budget process, which is what -

this 1s.
But let me tell you, in addition to
glving us & budget, in addition to tell-

ing us there were cuts yet to be made,

we ought to act on the list he gave us.
We do not need another list.

The President told us, because of cer~
tain economic conditions, because of
certain changes in programs, we have
to go at that second round of cuts early.
And he has given us a 12-percent across-
the-board proposal and sent every item
up to the Appropriations Committees.
We do not need to ask him for that
which he has already sent. He told us
the defense slowdown and he told us the

“numbers, I say to the Senator, $2 bils

lion in cuts in 1982. And he has given
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us the outyear cuts. He told us there is
go'ng to be an outyear entitlement re-
form and he said it would not affect so-
cial security. He is sending those en-
titlements up here very soon. He.is not
even required to do that.

He is asking us for the next install-
ment on the outyear cuts that we have
to make. He has told us there is going
to have to be some revenue increases
and he is going to send that up.

The only thing that is not identifled
are some 1983 and 1984 savings he has
told us he is going to identify later, and
I assume he will.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. How much
later? .

Mr. DOMENICI I say to my good
friend, basically 1983 has to be up here,
as he knows, in January and we have
to go to work in the various committees
shortly after that. In fact, we have to
produce a resolution, as the Senator
knows, that follows that very soon there-
after.

But, as far &5 unidentified remaining
cuts, he has done more In his second
phase to identify them than most Presi-
dents would. He is making specific pro-
posals and will identify the remaining
reductions very soon.

He has already given us $9 billion in
the outyears. He has given us the de-
fense numbers of $11 billion additional
reductions. He will soon give us $256 bil-
lion in outyear entitlements. He will give
us $19 billion In outyear revenue en-
hancements. All that will be given to us
this year when it affects 1983 and 1984
budgets.

In a very real sense, fully three-quar-
ters of the Senaior’s requests are liter-
ally redundant. They are either here or
wiil be here soon.

But, in the final analysis, I would say
to the Senate that this President does
not need any prodding by some extraor-
dinary resolution to identify cuts in
the budget. And if this President will not
do it, then I do not know what kind of
President we could imagine that would
have enough fiscal responsibility that
this Institution would not feel that we
ought to dictate that he produce out-
year budgets ahead of schedule.

I think it is fair to say that he has al-
ready proved he is willing to cut budgets
more than any President, ever; not in
the last 20 years, but ever. .

He already succeeded, with all of our
help, in cutting more in 9 months than
any President, ever. And now, we would
sit here and say he-has conducted him-
self in such a way that we are fearful
that things are out of control and we
ought to take an extraordinary measure
here in the Senate and tell him to come
up front, 2Y; years ahead of time, and
tell us ln detail how he intends to ﬁnlsh
the work,

The problems are tough in 1983 and
1984. The deficit is bigger in 1982. We
did our work, but it is bigger anyway.
It certainly is not the President’s fault.

- 1 do not think it is significantly our fault.

We effected $35 billion In cuts. We did

ﬁolts like the deficit to be $60 billion, but

But I am absolutely sincere in saylng
that I cannot believe that this U.S. Sen-



S 11490

ate would adopt o resolution based on

this President’s performance that would
say: .

. We need an extraordinary action on the

part of the Senate to change the budgetary

_process of Presidents which we have accepted
for many years, ever since the Budget Act,
because this President i8 just not responsible
when it comes to budgetary matters.

.I hope the distinguished Senator from
Kansas prevails. T hope that those who

are truly concerned about cutting will.

not get caught up in this kind of a res-
olution that will have little or no effect.

" It is what we are willing to vote on,
I say to Senator DoLE, by way of cuts
that is going to have an effect on 1983
and 1984, not the passing of another res-
olution asking tnis President, tremen-
dous as he is in fiscal restraint, to tell us
what we have not asked any other Presi-
dent to do.

I yield the fioor. .
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I have listened with great interest to the
very eloquent statements that have been
‘made by Mr. DoLe and Mr. DoMENICI.
Each of them is performing his duty as
& very faithful and loyal and dedicated
Senator. I can understand how Mr. DoLe
would defend. the measure before the
Senate against amendments.
But, the old song “Almost Persuaded”
_does not apply here and now. My ques-
tion still has not been answered. Where
are the unidentified cuts coming from?

- The distinguished  Senator from New
Mexlco. said: How can we expect to ask
the President, 2% years ahead of time, to
tell us in detail how he is going to cut
the budget? .
__ As a matter of fact, we are asking Mr.
Btockman to do this—the OMB whiz kid.

We are asking him not the President—to’

tell us. . .

How can he arrive at a figure of $82
billion in fiscal year 1984 if he does not
know the components of that $82 billion
flgure? He must already know.

And if the administration can send us
up here, 2% years ahead of time, a so-
called balanced budget which shows the
figure in it of $82 billion in unidentified
cuts, then it seems to me that it is not
asking too much of the administration
to require it to present the details now as
to what makes up the $82 billion in un-

. identified cuts.’ o
~ We are not asking the administration
to send up the cuts now. We are simply
asking for information now as to what
is Included in the “unidentified” cuts.

Now, I think we also have the right to
know whether or not there is included
in those unidentified cuts any cuts in so-
.cial security, We all know the track rec-
ord of the administration on that sub-
Ject. It was sald during the campaign

and after the campaign was over and

after the inauguration that there would
not be any cuts in social security. The
-old folks could just sit back in their
easy chairs and watch television. They
could just forget-any euts. No problem:
nothing to be afraid of. The President
said that those people up there on the
Hill are being cynically demogogic—they
are creating fear'among the 6ld folks.
Etu.t it was Mr. Stockman who said
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On or about November 8, 1082, there wiil
be the greatest bankruptcy that the world
has ‘ever geen.

That is what sent the shock waves of
fear throughout the elderly community
of this country. )

But then, after all of those pledges,

‘after all of those assurances, after all of
.those promises that the old folks had

nothing to be concerned about, no cuts
in social security, what did the adminis-
tration do? In May of this year, they
sent up a package to the Hill of cuts in
social security amounting to $88 bil-
lion over a 6-year period; $88 billion.

What were some of those cuts that
were being proposed? One was that any-
one who elected to retire at age 62 would
take a 40-percent cut in his social secu-
rity payment. In other words, instead of
receiving 80 percent of what he would
ordinarily receive if he waited until 65
to retire, he would only get 55 percent,
this cut combined with other cuts pro-
rosed by the administration would mean
8 40-percent cut immediately.

Well, we all know what happened in
that case. Mr. DOLE offered an amehd-
ment, that we on this side of the aisle
Joined in supporting. That vote was bi-
partisan, after my friends on the other
side had voted down an amendment that
Mr. MoynNmraN and I joined in offering

-to do the same thing, by a 1-vote margin.

But we all joined together in a bipar-

‘tisan way to send a message out to the

people in the elderly community that
that proposal by the President was not
going to be supported in this Congress.
I think the vote was about 94 to 0, or
some such. -
Then there was the proposal to cut out
the social security minimum payment.

Five times in this Senate there was an

amendment offered to destroy the social
security minimum payment. Fiveé times
that amendment was defeated with the
support of the OMB on virtually a party
line vote, five times. But then the heat
in the kitchen began to get a little too
intense and we heard, to our pleasant
surprise, the President of the United
States address the Nation by television
to say that that would be restored.
So we have heard these promises and

all of these assurances to the effect that
soclal security will not be touched, the

old folks can just rest assured about -

that. “Go on to bed. Go to sleep. Do not
waste any time worrying about it.
There will not be any cuts in your pay-
ments.” Then, bingo, 2 days later some-
one at the White House said there will
be a ‘cut in the COLA payments or a de-

-lay in the COLA payments. - .

How can we be assured that in these
figures, $82 billion in fiscal year 1984 in
unidentifled cuts, and $51.4° billion in
1983 in unidentified cuts; there will not

‘be further cuts in social security? What
is wrong with telling us. What is wrong -

with letting the American people know
what is under the lid of that Pandora’s
box? That Is all we are asking. We want
to know now. Let the American people
know now. We should know what makes

.up the unidentified cuts- amounting to

$82 billion, The administration must
know. How can they put -down $82 bil-
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It is $82 billion. What makes up the $82
billion? That is all we are asking. We

- are not asking the President to tell us,

but we are asking the Director of OMB
to tell us. Let him tell us. He is the one
who plays with these figures. This is
Mr. Stockman’s budget, not mine, I
think he should tell us what is in the
$82 billion. People have-the right to
know.

I should think that all Senators who
feel that under this system of Govern-
ment the American people have a right
to know what is in the unidentified cuts,
because the American people are going
to be affected, would want to support
this kind of amendment.

I yield the fioor. ' .

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. DOLE. Mr, President, I am moved
by the rhetoric but not by the merits of
this amendment. I am not moved enough
by the rhetoric to support it.

I think it is a good case. It will look
good in all the kits they send out to the
Democratic precinct people and others
in the country who may be looking for
ways to chip away at the President.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. will the Sen-
ator yleld?

Mr. DOLE. I will be happy to yield.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator
brought up an interesting point that per-
haps ought to be gone into a little bit.
There are all of these kits we have re-
ceived in West Virginia signed by Ronald .
Reagan, asking for money, “How about
more money so we can defeat additional
Senators, additional House Members?” I
suppose we can take a lesson from some .
of those kits.

Mr. DOLE. That is possible. '

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. We have not
been successful in raising money.

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from Kansas
does not know anything about that. I
sent out some & couple of years ago but
nobody sent anything back. I got the
message that my candidacy was not go-
ing anywhere. My kits did not work.

In any event, I think the President has
done an outstanding job. I suggest it has
not been a perfect experience but it has
been & new experience. .

We are 2 weeks into the President’s
program now and I would hope we would
give him some opportunity to réspond to

“the American people. We can stand here,

and we do a lot of that, and talk about
the plight of senior citizens, veterans, or -
farmers. But we also have a responsibile -
ity to worry about interest rates, budget

.deficits, inflation, and Federal regula-

tions, .with the Government too much
in our daily lives. That is where the Pres-
ident has shed some fresh air and new
light. e C
Notwithstanding that, I, and I know
the majority leader, would like to com-
plete this bill today. Therefore, I will
move to table the amendment of the
distinguished Senator from  West Vir-
ginia and ask for the yeas and nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficie;
second. -

The yeas and nays were ordered.

lion? Why not $80 billion or $79 billion?, Mr. DOLE. As I understand it, the Sen~
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ator from Nebraska wanted to speak.
Perhaps I cah withhold my motion.

Mr. STENNIS. I would like to be rec-
ognized for 1 minute, if I may.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska Is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. EXON. May I inquire of the Chair
where the Chair got the information that
the Senator from Nebraska wanted 1
minute? I think the Senator from Mis-
sissippi wanted 1 minute. I did not re-
quest 1 minute. I request more than that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator withdraw the motion to table?

Mr. DOLE. I withdraw the motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STENNIS addressed the Chalr.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS, Mr. President, I will
not detain the Senate, I am sure this
matter is well understood. But in defer-
ence to all and based on our experience
here this year, it seems to me that we
are certainly entitled to advance notice
and what we get now, identification of
these reductions that are so Important
to the Nation as a whole, to those di-
rectly affected, and also to us. We are
the ones who have to make the final
. judgments the best we can, based on the

facts, the relative merits of requests for
- reductions in view of the total amount
of the programs, and in view of all the
programs put together as measured
-against the probable income.

By the way, a while ago, a formerly
active Member of this body who has not
been here for several years came into
the cloak room, stopping to say hello.
I told him of the work of the Senator
from Kansas and the work of the Sena-
tor from New Mexico this year in work-
ing on these budget resolutions, reduc-
tions, and everything else, and present-
ing them in such a fine way and that we
had made some headway. .

That underscores, however, the burden
that we have before us.

I have learned more this year than I

have ever known about the details, about
the operations, of a great many of these
programs and how they work at the
ground level because I went out there
and visited and learned.
" ‘In‘this way, I feel the need, and I be-
lieve it 1s shared by most of us, to get
more advance information than what
we get now.

In deference to time, I know that other
Senators wish to speak, I will not elab-
orate further. I yield the floor.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr, EXON. Mr. President, the Senator
from Nebraska rises in support of the"
amendment offered by my colleague from
West Virginia. )

I would think that those who cannot
support this, and I suspect they have
good reasons for not supporting it, those
-who find they cannot support this be-
cause it 18 an attack on the President
of the United States or any of his ap-
pointees, seem to be somewhat off base,
in my mind.

I intend to support the amendment
not because I am critical of what the
President of the United States is trying
to do. Indeed, many of my colleagues on
the other side of the alsle know that this
Senator has voted in support of the
President’s programs much more frequ-
ently than I have opposed them.

I think what we are trying to get at
with the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from West Virginia is simply to
recognize that we are indeed in great
difficulty these days with our economy,
and I believe it is important that we
start charting our course for the days
ahead longer than what is simply re-
quired by law.

I know that in some areas cuts have
been made in the outyears, recommended
by the administration. But we say, “If
you have identified some of the cuts, why
can you not identify all of the cuts?
What are these unidentified cuts?”

I say, Mr. President, we are in some

dificulty today because the administra-.

tion and those associated with it have de~
scribed the present situation, even when
it was not as bad as many of us think
it is today, as an economic Dunkirk, as
the Federal budget hemorrhaging.

If that is true, and to a degree those
statements are true, then I think that all
we are asking of she President in this
case I8 to work constructively with us,
not only now but in the outyears to make
sure that we correct our course, hopefully
on a permanent basls,

I know that we have done many things
in this body. We certainly changed most
of the usual rules of the Senate when we
used the reconciliation process in the
manner that we did, basically to cut
down what some of us felt were unneces-
sary expenditures of the Federal Govern-
ment to the tune of about $35 billion,

We used the reconciliation process for
that - purpose. We attempted, on an

‘amendment offered by the Senator from

Colorado (Mr. ArRMsTRONG) that I would
want a very few on this side of the aisle
to support, to take the usual procedures
to give the President nearly total im-
poundment authority with the rlght to
veto it in this body.

What we are talking about, Mr. Presi-
dent, is the fact that there has been a
great deal made out of the fact that the

‘success of the President’s economic re-

covery program is based upon. expecta-
tions, it is based upon.the confidence that
the American people have in the ‘pro-

-gram,

‘All that I am saying, Mr. Presldent is
that if we are going to get the confidence,

- if we are going to have those expecta-

tions be meaningful with regard to the
reduction of the ruinous interest rates
we are facing now; we have to take a step
toward charting our course farther down

" the road.

1 say, Mr. President, it seems to me
that the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from West Virginia 1s indeed a con-
structive one, and I support it. :

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I shall not
prolong the discussion; I know the time
is growing short. I do want to add my
voice to those who have spoken in sup-
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port of the amendment of the Senator
from West Virginia.

I think my colleague from Nebraska
is absolutely right: If we are going to
get interest rates down, indeed, if we are
going to bring down the inflation rate,
we must break the inflationary psychol-
ogy in this country. More important
than perhaps any other factor is the
expectation of the American people about

"what will happen to the inflation rate.

The single most important indicator to
the American people of what will happen
in the future is the size of the Federal
deflcit. If we are not able to reach a bal-
anced budget by 1984, it will be a dev-
astating blow to the psychology of the
people in this country in terms of their
expectations about the future direction
of our economy. We have no choice, Mr.
President. We simply must move to bal-
ance the budget and reduce the deflcits
a3 soon as possible.

Mr. President, I think it 18 incumbent
on the administration to come forward
now with the recommended areas where
further reductions and expenditures
should occur. I think it would ba an
important step in restoring the confl-
dence of our people and in reducing the
expectation that deflcits will continue.
Recent polls have indicated that the peo-
ple expect large deflcits to continue, that
the people are skeptical about the prom-
ise of the administration to balance the
budget by 1984.

Therefore, they spend now, instead of

" saving and waiting until the items which

they are now buying are really needed.
This continues to fuel the inflationary
cycle in this country.

Mr. President, I think the amendment
of the Senators from West Virginia is
timely. I think it is important. I urge my
colleagues to adopt it.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. CANNON. Mr, President, as a co-
sponsor, I would like to express my un-
qualified support for the amendment be-
ing offered by the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia, requiring the ad-
ministration to identify programs that
make up “future savings” in the admin-
istr:tion’s budget through fiscal year
1984.

Millions of older Americans are en-
titled to know if their social security
benefits are the hidden victim of $82 bil-
lion in unidentified cuts in the budgetary
and economic assumptions of the ad-
ministration. The unidentified cuts sug-
gested by the Office of Management and
" Budget totaled $44 billion in July, but
have now exploded to $82 billion.

The signs ominously suggest that this.
$82 billion flgure is the distant—but dis-
tinct—call of yet another assault upon
the incomes of senior citizens. There is
support for my fears, based, in part,
upon testimony of OMB Director David
Stockiman before the House Budget Com-
mittee on October 1. At that time, Mr.
Stockman indicated that basic social
security retirement benefits should not
be immune in future rounds of budget
cuts. The unidentified cuts of the admin-
istration’s economic assumptions for the
next 3 fiscal years would suggest that so-
cial security benefits may well be in-
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cluded in those mystery dollars adding
. up to $82 billion.

In a letter to my Nevada constituents
on October 1, I had predicted what we
may well be seeing today with these une
identifled cuts. In that communica&ﬁ@n,
I stated:

What concerns me . . . 5 thet there s @
likelthood after the 1883 clections that the
Administration will launch another assault
on Soctal Security benefits. The Administra-
tion's call for & task force to yecommend &
solution to these Problems by January, 1088,
comes suspiclously right agter the Noverabar,
‘1082, elections when the Administration
hopes to increase its number of c2ats in Gone
gress. Above all, while I want to help the
President balance the budget, I am dismayed
by this evident politicization of the Socisl
Becurity issue.

Now is the opportunity for the admin-
istration to clarify these cuts for the
American public. Those oider Americans
living on social security today and those
nearing retirement are entitled to know,
as & matter of decency and openness in
Government, whether they can expect
continuing attacks upon thefr Yvelihecods.
They are entitled to know if they cen
count on the Federal Government o keep
its part of the bargain; to honor the eon-
tract between workers and the retired
and the social security system.

This information would also be reveal-
ing anq critical for veterans, students,
the poor, teacherss, iabor, minorities, and
many other segments of our soclety who
could be affected by these cuts.

Should this amendment be tebled or
defeated, there is little interpretation
that can be made, other than that the
raid on social securxty wild @onmnu@ for
years {6 coma.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to unite in their support for this
important amendment. _
® Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, X would like

_to give my strong support to the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished minor-
ity leader, Senator Byrp of West Vir-
ginia, to require the Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget to iden-
tify by November 15 the program cuts
and revenue increases which the admine
istration will be seeking in order to
achieve its goal of & balanced budget in
fiscal year 1984. As of now, the adminis-
tration still needs to identify about $82
billion in future savings for fiscal year
iggi fiscal year 1983 and fiscal year

Many Americans are concerned thab
some of these cuts will come out of the
checks of social security recipients. If the
administration’s track record om other
elements of the social safety net is any
Indication, these concerns are justific..
What we can do here today by supporting
this amendment is either to slleviate
these concerns for good or to bring them
to light now and prevent the administra-
tion from sandbagging the elderly some-

- time in the future.

The administration may say that it -

needs more time to formulate the cuts.
But how is it consistent for the adminis-
tration to pledge with certainty that the
budget will be balanced buit wilt when
it comes to describing how it exactly in-
tends to do it. ALl this amendment asks

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

is that the administration start talking
stralght to the American bpeople and
start telking now.®

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I under-
stend it, there are no other requests to
speak,

Mr, MOYNIZAN. The Senator s
correch, |

ir, DOLE. Based on my previous state-
ments, I move to lay the amendment on
the table. X ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
suficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yens and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay
the amendment of the Senator from West
Virginia on the table. The yeas and nays
haﬁ/e been ordered. The clerk will call the
voll,

The essistant legistative clerk called
the roll.

Mr, STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Idsho (Mr. McCLURE), the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI),
and the BSenastor from Idaho (Mr.
Svugs) are necessarily absent.

I further anncunce that, if present and
voting, the Senstor from Idaho (Mr.
Symms) would vote “yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators ln the Chamber wish-
ing to vote?

The result was e.nnounced—-yeas 50,
neys 47, as follows:

‘[Rolicail Vote No. 813 Leg.}

YEAS—80
Abdnoy Gervon Packwood
Andrewo Grascley Percy
Armatrong Hatch Pressler
Baltor Hatdeld Quayle
Bozchwita Hawkins Roth
Chafeo Hayakawa Rudman
Cochran Heing Schmitt
Cohem Ke'ms 8impson
D'Amato Humphrey Specter
Dandoztih Jepsem Stafrord
Denion Eassebaum Stevens
Dole Rasten Thurmond
Domeniel Laxalt
Durcnbesger Lugar Wallop
Bast Mathias
Garn Mattingly Weicker
Coldwater Nickles
' NAYS—47 ]

Baucug Eagleton Melcher
Bontsem Exrom Metzenbaum
Biden Pord tchell
Boren Glenn Moynihan
Brodiey Hart Nunn .
Bumpers Heflin
Busdick Proxmire
Byxd, Huddleston

Hexxy F., Jr. Inouye Randolph
Byrd, Robert . Jackson Riegle
Cannox J Sarbanes
Chdles Kennedy Sasser
Cranston Laehy Stennis
DeConelnd Levin Tsongas
Dixon Long Willlams
Bodd Meatsunaga Zorinsky

. NOT VOTING—3

BcClure Murkowsld Symms

So the motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOLE and Mr. BAKER addressed

the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized.

Mr., BAKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for a moment?

¥Mr, DOLE. T yield to the distinguished
majority leader.

Mr. MOYNIHAN., Mr. President, may
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we have order? The majority leader is
speaking

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I under-
stand there is another vote ordered now
on the Pressler amendment.

I wish to make it a 10-minute rollcall,
if there is no objection to that.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous cone
sent that the next vote on the Pressler
amendment be a 10-minute rollcall vote.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
reserving the right to object, will the -
Chalr secure order in the Senate so that
Senators may hear the request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May we
have order in the Senate?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the majority leader restate the
request?

Mr. BAKER. Yes.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and
I thank the minority leader.

~ AMENDMENT NO. 588

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the vote on the Pressler amend-
ment which is about to occur be 10 min-
utes instead of 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The name of Mr., DeCONCINI was
added as & cosponsor of the amend-
ment.)

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yleld to
the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota to make a technical correction
in his amendment before the vote.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, my
amendment as printed in the Recorp
contains an error. The word “that” in
the final line should be “the.” The
amendment is correct in the printed
amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the
change be made.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator use his micmphone? We are
not able to hear him.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, my
amendment as printed in the Rrcorp
contains an error. The word “that” in
the final line should be “the”. The
amendment Is correct in the printed
amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that this
change be made.

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll. :

The assistant leglslative clerk called

the roll.
* Mr. STEVENS: I announce that the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. Lucar), the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE), the
‘Senator from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI),
and the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
SymMs) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
SyMms) would vote “yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
KAsSepAUM) . Are there any Senators in
the Chamber wishing to vote who have
not done so?

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 0, as follows:
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(Rolleall Vote No. 314 Leg.]

YEAS—86

Abdnor Pord Mitchell
Andrews QGarn Moynihan

QGlenn Nickles-
Baker Qoldwater Nunn
Baucus Gorton Packwood
Bentsen Graseley Pell
Biden Hart Percy
Borem : Hatch Pressler
Boschwits Hatfleld Proxmire
Duobas  Hoyasews  Quaw
Bumpers ayekawa uayle
Burd.\ck Heflin Randolph

Heinz Riegle

Ham-yF Jr. Helms Roth
Byrd, Robett ©. Bollings Rudman
Canmon Huddleston Sarbanes
Chafee Humphrey Sasser
Chiles Inouye Schmitt
Coc] Jackson Simpeon
Cohen Jepsen Specter
Cranston Johnston Staftord
D'Amato Kassebaum Stennis
Danforth Kasten Stevens
DeConcind Kennedy Thurmond
Denton Laxalt Tower
Dixon Leahy Tsongas
Dodd Levin Wallop
Dole Long Warner
Domenicl Mathias Weicker
Durenberger Matsunega Wwilliams
Eagleton Mattingly Zorinsky
East Melcher
Exon Metzenbaum
. NOT VOTING—4

Lugar Murkowski Symms
McClure

So Mr, PReESSLER's amendment (No
585) was agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN, Madam President,
I move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, if I'»

could just take 30 seconds, I think we
could expedite this. We want to move as
quickly as we can. The Senator from
Mississippi and the Senator from'Cali-
fornia wanted to state a few words. We
are going to -accept three amendments
and have final passage, as far as I know,
unless there are other amendments.
INTEREST ON SOCIAL SECURITY FUNDS °

Mr. STENNIS. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Kansas.
Madam President, I have an amend-
ment at the desk. It is an amendment of
some consequence relating to the funds
that are in the Social Security Fund
which sometimes amounts to several bil-
lion dollars being put out at interest.
The provision of the amendment is that
- it shall be put out at the usual market
ra:e of interest rather than a preference
rate.

Madam President, the amendment
would require that all of the trust funds
of the social security funds be invested
in such investments as shall secure the
maximum possible interest yield com-
;‘.wr(llsurate with the safety of the trust
unds.

The reason for this amendment,
Madam President, is that the record
shows that, on June 30, 1980, there was
an aggregate total of $46.845 bjllion in
the three social security trust funds—
$23.56 billion for old-age and survivors
insurance; $7.68 billlon for disability
insurance; and $14.6 billion for health
insurance.
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This same report shows, Madam Pres-
ident, that the social security trust funds
in fiscal year 1981 earned only 8.3 per-
cent on its $47 billion portfolio. We all
know that money market funds, which
were invested exclusively in government
securities, earned 13.5 percent or more.
A mathematical calculation shows that,
if the social security trust funds had
done as well, $2 billion or 60 percent of
the calendar year 1980 social security

" deficit would not have occurred.

This low rate of returns on these trust
funds was not by accident. It was by

design. The funds are managed by the.

Treasury Department, and it appears
that, instead of trying to maximize the
return on the social security trust funds,
they have acted in the interest of the
Treasury to try to minimize the return
and thus reduce the interest on the na-
tional debt.

These trust funds are dedicated tor
the payment of soclal security benefits,
and those who hold and invest them act-
in a fiduciary relationship. As such, it is
essential, in my judgment, that the
funds be invested 80 as to earn the maxi-
mum return possible commensurate
with the safety of the funds. My amend-
ment would charge the trustees of the
trust funds with the duty to maximize
the return on the funds to the greatest
extent commensurate with safety. Far
too much of these trust funds have been
invested in so-called special issues of the
Treasury Department. In fiscal year
1980, most of these special issues carried
an interest rate of 7 percent. Only $6.3
billion of the special issues carried a re-
turn in the 9 percent range.

I sincerely believe that it 18 manda-

tory that the trustees of the social secu- .

rity trust funds act as prudent business-
men- and make every effort to increase
the return on the social security trust
funds.

Madam Presldent as I sald, it would
have been $2 billion, according to my
research, in favor of the social security
fund if it had been loaned for the last
year as the amendment would provide.
Still, it is worthy of hearings.

Yesterday Senator Proxmire offered a
similar amendment. We were working on
it without each other’s knowledge. As I
understand it, the chairman of the com-
mittee said then that he thought it was
worthy of hearings and there would be
hearings.

I will not offer my amendment, under
those circumstances, Madam President,
but I will ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

At the end of the bill, insert the following:
. SEC. 2. (a) Section 201(d) of the Social
Security Act is amended as follows:

(1) by striking out the first sentence and
inserting in lleu thereof the following: “It
shall be the duty of the Board of Trustees
to invest such portion of the Trust Funds a§
is not, in its judgment required to meet cur-
rent withdrawals, and such investments shall
be made 50 a8 to secure the maximum possi-
ble Interest ylelds, commensurate with the
safety if the Trust Funds.”;

(2) by inserting immediately after “then-

forming a part of the publio debt” the fol-

lowing: *, all max:ketable interest .
obugatlons which are not obligations of the )

United States but which’ are guaranteed as' .

to both principal and interest by the United -
States, and all marketable federally spone -
sored agency - interest-bearing obligations.

that are designated in the laws authorizing ..

thelr. igsuance &8 lawful investments for fi-
duclary and trust funds under the control
and authority of the United States or any
officer of the United States”. .

(3) by striking out “which are not due or
callable until aftér the expiration of four
years from the end of such calendar month”,

(b) Bection 1817(c) of such Act is tmenllod
88 follows: .

(1) by striking out the flist sentence lmd-
inserting in ljeu thereof the following: “It
shall he the duty of the Board of Trustees
to invest such portion of the Trust Funds
83 18 not, In its judgment, required to meet
current withdrawals, and such investments
shall be made so0 a8 to secure the maximum:
possible interest yleld, commensurste with
the safety of the Trust Funds.”;

(2) by striking out “which are not due or
callable until after the expiration of 4 years
from the end of such calendar month”,

(c) Section 1841(c) of such Act is amended
as follows:

(1) by striking out the firet. lontonoo and
inserting . in lieu thergof the.following: “It
shall be ‘the duty, of the Board of Trusiees
to invest such portion of the Truat Funds
as 1s not, in its judgment, required to meet
current withdrawals, and such investments
shall be made so 88 to secure the maxtmum
possible interest yield, commensurate with
the safety of the Trust Funds.";

(2) by inserting immediately after “then
forming & part of the public debt” the fol-
lowing: ", all marketable interest bearing
obligations which are not obligations of the
United States but which are guaranteed as
to both principal and interest by the United
States, and all marketable federally spon-
~ sored agency Interest-bearing obligations
that are designated in the laws authoriging -
their issuance a lawful investments for
fiduclary and trust funds under the con-
trol and authority of the United States or
any officer of the United States".

(3) by striking out “which are not due or
callable until after the expiration of 4 years
from the end of such calendar month”,

Mr. DOLE. Wil] the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I yield, :

Mr. DOLE. I can assure the Senator -
from Mississippi that there will be hear-
ings. I know the Senator has had a long--
standing interest in this and we want to
try to accommodate that interest. We
have assured Senator Proxmire and we
make that same promise to the Senator. -

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
very much. Senator ProxMIre and I are
both interested. We just happened not
to confer with each other about it.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I yleld
to the dlstlngulshed Senator from Call-

- fornia.

Mr. HAYAKAWA I thank thé distin-
guished Senator from Kansas. ‘

Madam President, I am concerned
about the Finance Committee’s amend-
ment to restore the minimum social se-
curity benefit and to provide a stop-gap
resolution to the funding crisis con-
fronting the social security system. This
legislation is not the proposal I hed
hoped the Pinance Committee would re=
port, knowing the serious circumstances
of the system’s financing. It is, in fact,
exactly what I hoped would not happen:
A return to the business-as-usual, short-
sighted response to a long-term crisis, X



S 11494

am extremely disappointed that a sub-
stantive bipartisan solution could not be
achleved. What we do have is a tempo-
rary answer to social security’s short-
term financing needs.

The provision restoring the minimum
social security benefit comes less than 2
months after the Congress resolved to
eliminate it. The minimum social secu-
Tity benefit, as I understand it, is not an
earned benefit. It is a minimum level of
benefits paid to those who are entitled to
soclal security, according to the formula
used to calculate every other recipient’s
benefits, at a level of less than $122. The
minimum benefit is the amount over and
above the benefits earned by the recipi-
ent to make a total of $122.

In the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of
1981, the provision eliminating the mini-
mum benefit did not take away earned
benefits, just those added on to raise the
total; so recipients would not be deprived
of earned benefits if the provision were
allowed to take effect. I recognize, how-
ever, that it is difficult to reduce bene-
fits that individuals on fixed incomes re-
ceive, and causes a hardship to them.

Iam pleased that the Finance Commit-
tee chose not to continue the minimum
benefit for future retirees, but merely
proposes to restore the minimum benefit
for current recipients. That will insure
that current beneficiaries do not have
their benefits reduced, while future bene-
ficlaries will receive only those benefits
which are earned.

The stop-gap measure to t.emporarlly
save the soclal security system-—inter-
fund borrowing—is not the panacea that
some would argue. It will do little more
than transfer the burden of retirement
benefits onte medicare and disability. In.
stead of coping with one trust fund going
bankrupt, we will have to deal with all
three being depleted.

As I said earler, I would prefer a more
farsighted approach to restoring social
security to a sound financial base. The
appointment of a task force to look into,
and make recommendations on, a long
term solution to this crisis is a conscla~
tion, at least. I fear, however, that what
we need are fewer task forces and more
action.

I have said that I am disappointed in
this legislation. Nevertheless, I will sup-
port it. I want to see a healthy social se=-
curity system as much as any one, and
certainly do not wish to be viewed as an
opponent of a congressional effort to save
the system. However, I will support this
legislation reluctantly. I say reluctantly
because I believe we can, and should, do
better.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 488

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I send
a technical amendment to the desk and,
while it is at the desk, I will explain it.
It has been cleared wlth Senator Lonc
and others.

‘Madam President, it has been brought
to our attention that there is .an unin-
tended loophole in the committee pro-
vision dealing with sick pay. Some em-
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desk and ask for its immediate consider~

ployers have argued that the committee
provision penalizes certain flrms and
fails to exact the social security taxes as
intended from others.

It would be comparatively easy for the -

larger employers with more sophisticated
accounting systems for handling payroll
and related administrative matters to
take advantage of the loophole. Thereby,
they would avoid paylng the tax and
providing the added coverage for their
employees. By contrast, smaller employ=
ers, and those with less elaborate ac-

counting systems might not find it at all.

feasible to take advantage of the loop-

‘hole. For them the avoidance of the tax

through revised bookkeeping methods
would be mode difficult and costly.

This amendment will perfect the oper= -

ation of the provision and make its ad-
ministration less burdensome to busi-
ness. The amendment applies the social
security tax to all employer-financed
sick pay—in the first 8 months—except
that paid as insurance.

I urge my colleaguee to a,ccept this
amendment.

Madam President, I know of no objec~
tion to the amendment It has been
cleared on both sides.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President,
we very much support the amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Ksnsas (Mr, DoLE) pro=

- poses an unprinted eamendment numbered

485.

Mr. DOLE. Madam FPresident, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘Wlthout

‘objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 10 of the Committee smendment,
beginning on line 28, strike out “(but not
including any such payment that is made di-
rectly to such employee from the resular
wage or salary account of such employer)”
and Insert in lieu thereof “(but including,
in the case of payments made to an employee
or any of his dependents, only (A} payments
made by an insurance company, other than

payments (i) by en insurance company.

which 1s owned. to & substantial extent, by
the employer, and (1i) by an insurance com-
pany under an administrative-services-only
contract which provides for such company to
be relmbursed only for the sickness or accl-
dent disability payments actually pald plus
the accompanying administrative expenses
and profit, and (B) payments which are re-
quired by & workmen's compensation or tem-
porary-disability insurance law)”. °

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (UP No. 485) was
agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.’

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

UP AMENDMENT NO. ‘BG
.(Purpose: To require counterfeitproof sociél
) security cards)

Mr. MOYNTHAN. Madam President, I

send an unprinted amendment to the
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ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York (Mr. Mowxmz- .
HAN) proposes an unprumd amendment
numbered 488. .

Mr. MOYNIHAN, I ask umnlmous
consent that furthér reading of the
amendment be dispensed with. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered. .

The amendment is as follows:" '

At the end of the Wl add the following -
new section: E

SO0CIAL SECURITY CARDS

8z0. , (8) Section 208(c)J3) of the Bocial
Security Aot 1s amended by adding at the-
end thereof the following new subparagraph:

*(D) The Becretary shall issue & soclal 8o«
curity card to each individual at the time
of the issuance of a soclal security account
number to such individual. The social se--
curity card shall be made of banknote paper,
and (to the maximum extent practicable)
:mtl:db‘ & card which cannot be oountor-

eited.”. . .

(b) The amendment made by this section
shall apply with respect to all new ‘and re-
placement soclal security cards issued more
than 193 days after the date of the omot- .
ment of this Act.

(¢) Within 60 days after the date of the
enaoctment of this Act the Becretary of
Health and Human Services shall report to
the Congress on his plans for implementing
the amendmoent made by this seotion,

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President,
this is a matter the S8enate has been get-
ting around to doing for some time, a
small but important matter, that at the
time of issuance of the soclal security
account number, the Secretary - shall
fssue. a soclal security card to each in-

- dlvidual that will be made of bank note

paper and, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, shall be & card which cannot be
counterfeited.

Madam President, I will not delay the -

Senate at this point, but I would like to
read one paragraph form a recent Gen-
eral Accounting Office study on this sub-
ject. The GAO stated that: “While no
reliable statistics are available on the
extent of abuse of misuse of social secu-~
rity numbers and cards, crimes based on
false identification which frequently in-
clude false or illegitimatie social security
numbers are estimated to cost the tax-
payers more than $15 billion annually.”

There are some 10 to 13 million cards
issued each year. About 5 to 8 million are
new cards and about 4 to 7 million are
replacements.

The issuance of a bank note card will
cause a slight additional expense, but it -
will avoid, in many cases, the replace- -

ments, which are about half of thosenow

issued.

I belleve this to be a wise and prudent
measure.

I ask unanimous consent that an arti-
cle on this matter“as it appeared in the
Schenectady Gazette dated September 8,
1981, be printed in the Recorp at thle
point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Rxcoxn.
as follows: . .
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. Bogyus SociaL SECURITY CarDs CAUSE FOR
CONCERN

(By Gregory Gordon)

‘WasHINGTON.—Soclal Security cards gre.
commonly counterfeited or stolen for use by

illegal altens and others to get jobs and col-
lect billions of dollars in. undue benefits.

“Government probers say corrupt federal
employees and private citizens, such as travel
agents, are peddling the cards for up to 200
to thousands of undocumented altens, who
usually use them to get jobs.

Tllegals also are known to be fraudulently
. collecting unemployment and welfare checks
and even food stemps and retirement bene-
fits.

In addttion, U.S. citizens are capltallzmg

on loose distribution of the cards by some-

times collecting unemployment checks with

one card while holding a job under a sevarate

Soctal Security number. Sources say one re=
- cent spot check showed three million persons

had two Soclal Security cards.

“Everything (crooked) you can think of
to do with the cards, they're doing,” said ane
investigator. “A Soctal Security card is the
key to the kingdom. To get any benefit, you
need & number.”

The General Accounting Office estimates
the scandal costs taxpayers $15 billion a year
in government benefits paid to unqualified

- applicants using fake or stolen cards.

In & nationwide probe—called ‘“Project
Baltimore” because the Social Security Ad-
mintstration is based in Baltimore—the gov-
ernment already has won convictions of
scores of persons caught nlega.lly 1ssu1ng the
‘numbers.

But offictals at the inspector general’s office
for the Department of Health and Human
Services say most card cheaters go undetected
because of lax procedures. 8

One federal prober, noting the Soctal Se-
curity Administration has only 120 investt-

. gators: nationwide, satd' “Who's going to
catch you?”

‘In a Soctal Security field office, auditors re-
ported, “A stack of more than 1,000 blank
cards was found lying on the floor in an un-
locked and well-lit area accessible to the
public.”

_ Health and Human Services Secretary

Richard Schwetker declared in May all blank
cards would be returned to the central office,
but blank cards remain in most of the agen-
cy’s 1,400 field offices, which have authority
to issue duplicate cards.

An HHS spokesman satd, “They are under
striCter lock and key measures now,” but sev-
eral agency offictals satd privately the security
problem still exists.

Investigators have found evidence of care-
.less supervision of those who distribute
cards; loose procedures for validating appli-
cations and 1little effort to trace 1nd1v1duals
fraudulently obtaining cards.

- An inspector general’s audit in New York
and Washington last year found nearly lalf
the cards in those cities were issued to aliens.
About 20 percent of those were given to in-
correctly coded individuals; another 20 per-
cent went to aliens not authorlzed to recelve
work-related numbers.

" An /tnvestigator for the Immigration and
- ‘Naturalization Service complained that all
Soolal Security cards look tdentical, although
“some are issued to altens who don‘t have
permission to work.”

He sald cards are often issued to aliens
who say they need the;
or put money in a bank/
get.a job.

‘“Anyone can go down to Tijuana and buy
any number of Soclal Security cards “now,”
sald another INS official.

Only two weeks ago, durlng a  customs
check in Laredo, Texas,  border agents. dise
covered a Mexican trying to enter the United
States had a phony birth certificate used by
three other persons. In his car, they found a
cache of SOclal Security cards

but use the card to

to get insurance.
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In & much-publicized case in 1980, five
persons—including & former policeman, a

court stenographer and @& Social Security’

employee—were charged with running a
clandestine warehouse operation in Los
Angeles, where they printed 77,000 counter-
feit 8SA application forms.

With the help of the Soctal Security Ad-
ministration employee; the forms were filled
with the names of illegal aliens and sent di-
rectly to the agency's central data base for
processing, bypassing the district office.

Three of the five were convicted in 1980.
Two jumped batl.

“It goes with the line of work,” satd John
Schwartz, a Social Security Administration
official, “They (travel agents) know who the
customers are. The people who need to get
Soctal Security cards are aliens.”

In New York, prosecutors won convictions
earlier this year against two men who claim-
ed to be priests and counterfetted tmmigra-
tion documents, which they sold to aliens
along with Social Security cards.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I have
discussed this amendment with the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York. I
understand representatives of the Social
Security Administration may be opposed
to it. I fail to comprehend their oppos1-
tion, however. -

I have indicated to the Senator from
New York that I am certainly willing to
accept the amendment. Unless I have
overlooked an obvious argument, it makes
sense to me. It makes much more sense
to provide for counterfeit proofing than
to increase the jail term for those who
do counterfeit. We adopted that amend-
ment yesterday. I hope the amendment
might be agreed to.

Mr. MOYNTHAN. I thank the Senator.

Madam President, S8enators D’AmaTo,
Harry F. Byrp, Jr., and BRrADLEY ask to
be added as cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

If there be no further debate on the
amenhdment, the question is on a,greeing
to the amendment.

The amendment (UP No. 486) was

agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to reconsider
the vote by which the amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

.UP AMENDMENT NO. 487»

Mr. DOLE, Madam President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senators. StaFrorp, RanDOLPH, SYMMS,
and BENTSEN, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

I understand the amendment has been
cleared on this side with the majority
leader, and it has been cleared on the
other side, so {ar as I know. ]

Under current law the 4 cent per gal-
lon excise tax- on gasoline and other
motor fuels will expire on Ottober 1,
1984, and revert to 2 cents per gallon.

- The Highway Trust Fund into which the

highway taxes are placed will also ex-
pire on October 1, 1984,

What this amendment would do is ex-
tend the current highway excise taxes
for 5 years to October 1, 1989, and ex<"
tend the Highway Trust Furid for 6 more
Yyears, to September 30, 1990.

I believe the Senator from Texas has
had a long interest in this matter. I un-
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derstand he has cleareq this amendment,
as has Senator STAFFORD.

Mr. BENTSEN. I will say to the distin-
guished chairman that is correct. It is a
simple extension of the Highway Trust
Fund. After conferring with Senator
LonG and Senator RanpoLPH, I know of
no objection.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator
from Texas add me as a cosponsor? -

Mr. BENTSEN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from New York be added as a cosponsor,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Scnator from Kansas (Mr. DoLE), for.
Mr. STaFFORD, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. Symms, and

Mr. BENTSEN, proposes an unprinted amend-
ment numbered 487.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is 50 ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

TITLE .—HIGHWAY REVENUE ACT
: : ~ OF 1881
 S8HORT TITLE
SEC. . This title may be cited as the

“Highway Revenue Act of 1881",

EXTENSION OF THE TAXES WHICH ARE TRANS-
FERRED INTO THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND

SEC. .. (8) GENERAL RULE.—The following
provisions of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 are amended by striking out 1984 each
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“1989": :

(1) Sectton 404i(e)
reduction).

(2) Sectton 4061(a) (1) (relatlng to im-
position-of tax on trucks, buses, etc.).

(3) Section 4061(b)(1) (relating to tm-
position of tax on parts and accessories).

(4) Sectton 4071(d) (relating to imposition
of tax on tires, tubes, and tread rubber).

(5) Sectton 4081(b) (relating to impostition
of tax on gasoline). )

(8) Sectton 4481(3) (relating to tmposition
of tax on use of highway motor vehicles).

('7) Section 4481 (e) (relating to period tax
in effect). .
(8) Section 4482(c) (4) (defining taxable

pertod).

(9) Section 6156(e) (2) (relating to install~
ment payments of tax on use of highway
motor vehicles).

(10) Sectton 6421(a) (relating to tax on
gasoline used for certain nonhighway pur-
poses or by local transit systems).

. (b) AMENDMENT OF SgcTION 6412(a) (1).~
Sectton 6412(a) (1) of such Code (relating to
fioor stocks refunds) {s amended—

(1) by striking out *“1984” each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘1989";
and

(2) by striking out “1985” each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof “1990”.

‘" EXTENSION OF HIGHWAY TRUST FUND

SEC.. . (8) HiIeHwWAY TRUST Funp.—Sub-
gections (c), (e) (1), and (f) of section 209 of
the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 (relating to
the Highway Trust Fund; 23 U.S.C. 120 note)
are amended—

(1), by striking out “1984" each place it
appea.rs and inserting in lteu thereof “1880",
and

(2) by striking out “1985" each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof “1991".

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO LAND AND
WATER CONSERVATION Funp.—Subsection (b)
of sectton 201 of the Land and Water Con-
servation Pund Act of 19656 (16 U.S.0. 4061-
11) is amended—

(relating to rate
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(1) by striking out “1984" and inserting in
Heu thereof “1990"; and , i o

(2) by striking out “1985” each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof “1991",

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that certain state-
ment be printed in the Recorp. This is &

- simple extension. of existing law and
does not preclude a review .of the finan-

cial stucture or the excise tax levels of-

the highway trust fund next year or at
any time in the future.

I also ask unanimous consent that
there be printed in the Recorp at this
point a letter from the Secretary of
Transportation. ’

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Rrcorbp,

as follows: - .

) THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, D.C., June 10, 1981,
Hon. RoprrT DoLE,

Chairman, Finance Committee, U.S. Senate,

Washington, D.C.

DEAR Bob: One of the major transportation
“issues to be considered by the Finance Com=
mittee this session relates to the extension
of the Highway Trust Fund. The Highway
Trust Fund serves as the primary financing
mechanism for the Federal-Ald Highway pro=
gram. It finances the Interstate and primary
‘highway system programs as well a8 many
others. In order to provide the necessary
revenue for increasing authorizations, Con-
gress provided in the Revenue Act of 1956
that highway user taxes be credited to the
Trust Fund. The Fund has been financed
through user tax collection since 1956, and
authority to impose taxes currently exists
through 1984, -

. The Administration’s proposed highway
legislation, 8. 841, provides for five year highe

way authorizations to extend from FY 82— .

FY 86. The authorization levels are based on
&an assessment of changes in highway condi-
tions and performance since 1970, and an
analysis of investments needed to maintain
acceptable levels of performance on our na-
tion’s highways. Title III of this bill retains
the Highway Trust Fund as the mechanism
for Federal highway financing and extends
the Fund's existence for six more years to
September 30, 1890, The bill also extends
current excise taxes allocated to the High-
wey Trust Fund for five years; that is, the
rate reductions or -expirations of highway
taxes now scheduled for October 1, 1984, are
deferred until October 1, 1888. Although no
tax increases are proposed, it is necessary to
extend the Trust Fund and the current tax
allocations s0 that highway programs can
be authorized beyond FY 82.

We would like to make clear that our pro-
posed highway .legislation, including the
Trust Fund and tax extension proposals, is
an integral part of the President’s total pro-
gram for economic recovery. Our proposals
assure that the Federal-ald highwsy pro-
gram will achieve national goals and inter=
ests, within accepiable budget levels. As you

know, Congress has expressed strong sup-

port for the President’s economic program
and, in the budget process, both Houses have
made clear their commitiaent to the Presi-
dent’s prograrh. Now the time has come to
enact the zpecific laws that are necessary

to glve life to the President’s budget. Our -

proposed highway legislation is an impore-
tant part of this economic program, and we
look forward to working with you to achieve
enactment of this legislation,

The Office of Management and Budget ade
vises that the views expressed in this letter
are in accord with the program of the
President.

Sincerely, ’
Drew,
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@ Mr. STAFFORD. Madam President,
this' amendment would simply extend
the highway trust fund and the existing
excise taxes for 6 years. This amendment
would make no changes to the existing
tax structure or the tax levels, and it
would in no way preclude a comprehene-.
slve review of the highway trust fund
structure and_excise taxes next year or
any time in the future.

The Senate Environment and Public
Works Committee . recently reported
8. 1024, the Federal-Aid Highway Ime
provement Act of 1981, to the Senate.
This legislation provides authorizations
for the Federal-ald highway program
through 1986. The committee believes
multiyear highway legislation is abso-
lutely necessary to provide the States
with a stable program for effective long-
term planning. In order to enact multi-
year highway legislation, a simple exten-
sion of the trust fund is necessary.®

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (UP No. 487) was
agreed to, :

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to. .

Mr. MOYNIHAN, I move to lay that
motion on the table.

- The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to. .

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, we are

waiting for Senator LEvIN with the only

. other amendment I know about. I am

prepared to offer it on his behalf, if that
is satisfactory. .
UP AMENDMENT NO. 488 )
(Purpose: To require that the statutory
deadline for implementing AFDC home
health aide demonstration projects be met
for projects in at least seven States)

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President,
on behalf of Senator Levin, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration. The amend-
ment .is offered on behalf of Mr. LEVIN
and Mr. DoLE. : :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York (Mr. MoyNi-
HAN) on behalf of Mr, LEVIN and Mr, DOLE, _
proposes an unprinted amendment nume
bered 488:

At the end of the bill add the following
new section: .
STATUTORY DEADLINE FOR IMPLEMENTING AFDC

HOME HEALTH AIDE DEMONSTRATION PROJ=

EcTS ) -

8ec. . The last sentence of subsection
(c) (2) of section 966 of the Omnibus Recon=
ciliation Act of 1880 (as amended by section
2156 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981) is amended by inserting “with
at least seven States” after “agreements”.

Mr. CHILES. Madam President, I
move adoption of the amendment.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, 1
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll. .

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll. _

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withou
objection, it 1s so ordered. ‘

Mr. DOLE, While Senator Leviy i{s on
his way, the Levin amendment requires
that at least 7, but not more than 12,
State demonstration projects relating to
the training of AFDC recipients as home
health aides be established.

The 1980 Omnibus Reconcillation Act
requires the Secretary to enter into
agreements with up to 12 States for the -
purpose of conducting demonstration
projects for the training and employ-
n;:nt of AFDC recipients as home health
aldes. .

The Department has been slow to im-
plement the demonstration projects not-
withstanding prodding in the 1981 rec-
onciliation conference report and a
strongly worded bipartisan letter from
Congressman ConastE and nine other
members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee to Secretary Schweiker. To date
it appears that the Department plans to
rroceed with only 2 demonstration proj-
ects, although 14 States have submitted
epplications.

CBO estimated that for minimal start-
up costs of about $2 million, the follow-
ing savings could be realized in the AFDC
and medicald programs:

' [In millions]

' Medic-

AFDO ald

Fiscal year 1982....ccccaana e~ 81 9
Plscal year 1983..ccaceccnnceca 8 8
Fiscal year 1984ceccccacacaceaa [:] 138
Fiscal year 1985..ccccceccocses 7 i8

Madam President, this was originally

‘& Dole-Talmadge amendment, unani-

mously approved by the Finance Com-
mittee In 1978 and subsequently unani-
mously adopted by the House Ways and
Means and Energy and Commerce Com-~
mittees as part of the Omnibus Recon-
ciliation Act of 1980.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, my
amendment deals with an issue with
which the Finance Committee 1s quite
famliliar-—the concept of utilizing AFDC .
recipients as homemakers for the pur-
pose of providing medicald reciplents
with a long-term care alternative to
nursing homes. This puts AFDC recipi-
ents to work and provides services to the
medically needy and saves money on
both AFDC and medicaid programs. The
program, after a brief initial startup cost
of $2 mlilion, will save as much as $25
millioni iix fiscal year 1985 from both the
medicald and AFDC programs, which is
more than the projected savings in sev-
eral of the AFDC reforms advocated by
the administration. .

Madam President, my amendment
clarifies the intent of Congress on this

‘issue by addressing a problem which has

arisen as regards the number of projects
to be funded and date of implementation
of the program. It is my understanding
that Senator Doie, chairman of the
Finance Committee and managey of the
bill before us, has no objection to ¢he
measure and, in fact, Is prepared to ace
cept the amendment on behaif of the
members of his committee,

The amendment requires that the
statutory deadline, January 1, 1983, for
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implementing -AFDC home health aide
demonstration projects be met for proj-
ects in at least seven States.

I will take a moment, Madam Presi-
dent, to explain why" thls amendment is
necessary.

Three years ago, the Finance Commit-
tee unanimously incorporated the home
health aide demonstration project into
their medicare-medicaid reform bill as a
result of a highly successful project in
New Mexico. Further research by the
Congressional Budget Office and another
successful project in Michigan demon-
strated such potential for significant sav.
ings that the home health aide demon-

stration project was subsequently, unan-
imously ddopted by the House Ways and

Means Committee and Energy and Com-
merce Committee and became part of
the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1980.

CBO estimated that for the minimal $2
million startup cost, the following -sav-
ings could be realized in the AFDC and
medicaid programs:

{In millions]

Medtc-

AFDC ald

Fiscal year 1982 cococcccecnca 81 81

.Fiscal year 1983.ccccccccccncane .} 9

Fiscal year 1984. . ccccmccauco [] 13
Piscal year 1985 .. . cocacaaoo 7 18 -

_During the conference on the Omnibus
Reconciliation Act of 1980, the House
provision for no more than a 12-State
demonstration was overwhelmingly ac-
cepted and specific provisions were made
in the conference report to have the Sec-
retary of HHS issue regulations by April

-1, 1981, to begin demonstration projects
by July 1, 1981. The law stated that
~ preference was to be given to States that
had demonstrated active interest and

- support for the AFDC home health aide

demonstration concept and seven States
were listed in the report as having
showed interest. These States were Cali-
fornia, Georgia, Hawaif, Michigan, New
Jersey, New Mexico, and New York.
~ Earlier this spring, in testimony be-
fore the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee, the administration indicated
that initial plans had been made
for only 2 of the 12 mandated State
~ demonstrations because of a scarcity of
-~ demonstration broject startup money.
_On March 18, 1981, a bipdrtisan group
of members of the Ways and Means
Committee wrote to Secretary Schweiker
to reiterate their intent, and the intent
of the House and Senate conferees on
the Reconciliation Act of 1980, that these
demonstration projects were entitlement
provisions and, therefore, startup money
to institute the 12 cost-saving demon-
strations was readily available. )

In an effort to0 make congressional
‘Intent perfectly clear, legislative and re-
port language were Included in the
- Reconciliation Act of 1981 that clearly
spelled out the 12-State limit, the inten-
tion that regulations and guidelines be
published by October 1, 1981, and that
agreements be entered into by Janu-
ary 1, 1982, Additionally in the state-
ment of managers, it was emphasized
. that at least 12 States were to be as-

sisted by HHS to implement these dem- -

onstration projects.
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Unfortunately, during x:‘eéent com-

munications with the Health Care Fi- -

nancing Administration, it was learned
that HHS currently plans to proceed
with only 2 of the 12 projects, even
though 14 States have applied for- this
demonstration project. These States are
New York, California, Michigan, Texas,
Ohio, South Carolina, Hawaii, Georgia,
New Jersey, District . of Columbia,
Florida, New Mexico, Arkansas, and
Kentucky.

Madam President, my amendment

‘would require that contracts are signed

with at least seven States by January 1,
1982, the current law statutory date.

Madam President, I thank the Senator
from Kansas and the Senator from New
York as well as their staffs for protecting
this amendment in the way they did. X
am deeply indebted to them.

Mr. EAGLETON. Madam President, I
move the adoption of the Levin amend-
ment.

it should transpire that in a very short
while the Senator from Michigan wishes
to make changes, I wish it understood
that I shall propose those changes in the
normal course of events.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

WARNER) . Is there any further debate on .

the amendment? If not, the question is
on agreeing-to the amendment.

The amendment (UP No. 488) was
agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN., I move to reconsider
the vote by which the amendment- was
agreed to.

Mr. EAGLETON. I move to lay that
motion on the tahle.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

@ Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 25, the joint economic subcom-
mittee on monetary and fiscal policy
held & hearing on the very issue we are
debating today—the. future of social se-
curity. Specifically, we examined how so-
cial security benefits affect the decision
to retire and the savings decisions made
by working men and women in this
country.- In addition, we examined the
proper relationship between public and

-private pension plans.

As chairman of this subcommittee, I
was privilegzed to have a former col-
league of ours, Secretary Schweiker, pre-

sent the administration's viewpoint on.

this issue. As one might expect the Sec-
retary was questioned at some length
about the administration’s proposals for
réstoring financial stability to the Soclal
Security Trust Funds. -

This is a very important point, Which
should not.be overlooked. The adminis-
tration’s proposals were made in order to
restore financial integrity to the Social
Security Trust Funds. This was not
something the President did in order to

“balance the budget, as some people might

have us believe. It was not due because
of some desire to dismantle the social
security program. Quite frankly, if this
“was the desire of the administration,
they could have simply left the program
as it was.

Instead of questlonlng the motives of
the President, I think we should be
praising him for having the courage to

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam Presldent if-
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draw attention to the seriousness of the
problem facing the social security sys-
tem. When the social security progra'm
was started over 40 years ago, a promise
was made to the. working men  and
women of this country that when they
retired, social security would be there to
‘provide basic retirement benefits. Every-
one knows that unless changes are made,
we _will be unable to keep this promise
and I do not believe Congress or Presi- .
dent Reagan want to see this happen.

= T would point out to my colleagues

that many workers doubt whether or
not we will be able to make the necessary
changes to insure the future of social
security. In & poll conducted earlier this
year by Lance Tarrance and Assoclates,
a national public opinion research firm,
it was fournd that 68 percent of all Amer-
icans believe social security is in finan-
cial trouble and most of these people are
also worried about the adequacy of their
own retirement income.

T believe the bill we are dlscussing to-
day will help to alleviate some of these
fears and because of this I plan to sup-
port this measure. But I want my col-
leagues to understand that interfund
borrowing and restoration of the social
security minimum benefit will not solve
the problem, it will only postpone the
day of reckoning. Short-term solutions
such as this are like putting a bandaid
on a gunshot wound. You have only

. covered up the problem, you have not

solved it.

In response to this need for long-term
answers, President Reagan has an-
nounced the formation of a bipartisan
“task force to examine the situation and
make suitable recommendations. I would
hope that this task force can act in a bi-
partisan fashion. Politics has no place in
the social security debate.

If anyone needs any proof of the dam-

age politics has done to the social secu-
‘rity system, compare it to any private
insurance fund. To my knowledge, no
private Insurance company has ever
failed to pay benefits because of a lack
of funds. There is a logical reason for
this, Mr. President. :

Private insurance funds are manageé
in a fiscally responsible manner and are
not subject to the political pressures we
have placed on social security. Unless we
can remove the social security debate
from a political arena to one where it
can get the serious attention it deserves,
I am concerned that we may not come up
with the necessary solutions.

In closing, I would like to congratulate
Senator DoLe and Senator ARMSTRONG
for bringing this bill to the floor in such
8 timely fashion. It is refreshing to see
a8 committee act in such a swift manner
on an issue of such national importance.
T trust this will continue as the Congress
continues debating social security.®
® Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I in-

- tend to vote for this bill which will re-

store the social security minimum bene-
fit for most current recipients and pro-
vide for necessary short-term measures
to assure the financial integrity of the
social security system.

While I think these provisions are nec-
essary, I do not believe that they are
sufficient. The minimum benefit should
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be restored tqQ all current beneficiaries.
I have consistently opposed the admin- _
istration’s drive to eliminate this benefit
which is crucial to so many older Ameri-
cans, Including a disproportionate num-
ber of elderly widows. I remain firm in
my support for full restoration, and it is
my hope and expectation that the Sen-
ate-House conference will agree with me
that cutting the minimum benefit pay-

ments was and is the wrong way to make.

budget savings.®

® Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, today
"the Senate considered changes in the
social ' security system to improve its
short- and long-term solvency, after pre-
viously - passing a Finance Committee
amendment that partially restored the

minimum benefit. I voted for H.R. 4331 .

‘despite misgivings.

Under current law, specific percentages
of social security tax receipts are allo-

cated to the three Social Security Trust
Funds, the Old Age and Survivors Fund,
the Disability Fund, and the Hospital
Insurance Fund.

Forecasts made by the Congréssional
Budget Office and Office of the Actuary
of the Soclal Security Administration
predict that Old Age and Survivors Fund
- will fall into deficit during fiscal year
1982, although a combined surplus of
over $40 billlon will exist in the ot.her
two funds. :

- Therefore, I agree with the Flna.nce
-Committees recommendation to permit
the OASI Fund to draw support from
this $40 billlon pool during the next 10

years.

" . By combining the ‘financial . strength
of the three trust funds, we can guaran-

. tee all soclal security benefits will be paid
until the 21st century, assuming the ad-
ministration’s economic projectlons are
accurate.

As part of the Omnibus Reconcillation
Act of 1981, Congress eliminated the so-
cial security minimum benefit not only
for those who would receive it by retir-
ing in the near future, but also those who
left the workforce many years ago.

. I understand and agree with the need
to lower Federal spending, but cutting
benefits to those who objectively have

the least ability to absorb the difference

by meaking up the difference elsewhere
is unfair and just plain wrong.

The committee amendment restored
the minimum benefit for those who now
receive it, but wrongly left out those who
will retire 2 months from now and be<
yond. They too have long included the
minimum benefit in their plans and are
depending on the Government to keep
its promises.

To pay for this partial restoration of
the minimum benefit, the committee rec-~
ommended new limits on benefits paid to
certain families of retired or deceased
workers. Currently, regardless of their
size, families receive assistance equal to
150 percent of the amount of help. that

disabled workers would receive if he or:

she were single.

Alternatively, such families receive an
amount equal to 85 percent of the aver-
-age wages they earned before disability,
when adjusted for inflation, if this
_method results in a-smaller payment

‘The committee a.mendment extended
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thm tousher limits for the first time
prospectively to retired and surviving
families. In some cases, that means bene-
fits paid to widows with children will be
more than 20 percent lower if they be-
come eligible in 1982 rather than in the
summer of 1881.

This approach raised half the money
needed to partially restore the minimum
benefit. However, taking funds from one
vulnerable "group ‘' to keep promlses to

another is also unjust. -

To raise the remaining funds, the com=
mittee also recommended, and the Sen-
ate agreed to, levying soclal security taxes

-on the first 6 months of sick pay pro-

vided under company plans. While the
sick usually recover and therefore have
8 somewhat easler time adjusting to
lower assistance than those who have re-
tired, this trade off is a harsh one, too.

To conclude, the-Senate has chosen
ways to finance a partial restoration of
the minimum benefit that only margin-
ally advances the equity of the system. A
better proposal would at least fully re-
store the minimum benefit for those al-
ready retired and those without sufficlent
time to make adjustments.

We should not demand new sacriﬁces
from others also in need of previously
promised assistance. Therefore, it is with
reservation that I cast my, vote in favor of
H.R. 4331 as amended. -

However, the emergency need to.au-
thorize interfund borrowing plus the
need to keep our promises at least to
some who have counted on recelving the

"minimum benefit provide just enough

reason to support an afirmative vote.®
® Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I belleve
the Senate should act affirmatively on

the Finance Committee Amendment to-

H.R. 4331. This amendment is a package
of soclal security financing proposals,

-particularly restoring the minimum ben-
efit. providing for interfund borrowing -

authority, and adjusting the share of
tax revenues available to each trust
fund. - . v

On May 20, by a vote of 96 to 0, the
Senate passed an amendment to the
Omnibus Supplemental Appropriations
bill expressing its sense that Congress
not. reduce social security benefits. By

-acting affirmatively on the Finance

Committee amendment, the Senate ful-
fills the promise it made on May 20.

Previous administration proposals to
reduce social security benefits, including
the minimum benefit, violated our com-
mitment to older Americans and took
from those least able to sacrifice. Such
proposals broke thé promise made to our
senior citizens, weakening not only their
faith but also the faith of all Americans
in the integrity of the soclal security
program.

The provision to eliminate the mini~
mum benefit contained within the Om-
nibus Reconciliation Act”of 1981 jeop-
ardized the confidence which our older
constituents had placed In Congress as

well as that of generations to come. To-
~day, we must act afirmatively to restore

that confidence. If we do not, we may
shake Americans’ faith in their Govern-
ment irrevocalbly.

“Confidence and faith in government
are not the only things we will seriously
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undermine 11' we do not act amrmatively
on this proposal. We will also endanger
the health and well-being of some three
nmillion beneficiaries now ‘dependent
upon. the minimum benefit to help pay
for food, shelter, and medical care.

- Without the minimum benefit, some of

these truly needy older Americans will
not have enough to eat. Others will not
have enough money to pay for heat
through the winter. Still others will have
trouble just finding a roof they can af-
ford to keep over their heads. :
I am certain that all of us have re-
celved hundreds of letters from our con-
stituents, urging us to restore the mini-
mum benefit. Even so, it is difficult for us
to put faces on the millions ‘of senior
citizens who will e affected if we fail to
act. Let us not forget that of the three

. million beneficlaries of the minimum

benefit as it now stands, 750,000 are
more than 80 years old. The vast major-
ity of the remaining 2,225,000 recipients
are more than 70 years old. Thus, most
of the reciplents are our very oldest
citizens. ) .

Our statisticlans tell us that up to 76
percent of all senior citizens receiving
the minimum benefit are women, many
of whom are destitute. The minimum
benefit is often- the only source of in-
come they have to alleviate poverty
caused by many years of job and wage
discrimination.

Unless we restore the minimum bene-
fit, these women, along with other re-
ciplénts, will be forced to depend upon
relatives or accept welfare. Many have
no relatives able to support them. Others
always refused to accept welfare or char-
ity before. We do not-know if they would
apply for welfare even if threatened with
starvation.

Mr. President, I have reservatlons
about the provision within this amend-
ment which will eliminate the minimum
benefit for those recelving pensions in
excess of $300. Any changes in the soclal
security system should not deprive those
presently on the soclal security rolls of
benefits they have relled upon. I am also
concerned that it will cost more admin-
istratively to prevent these pensioners
from receiving .the minimum benefit
than it would to give them the benefit.

As a member of the Committee on
Aging, I heard the administration testi-
fy earlier this year that it would require
more than 9,000 manyears merely to
identify alleged windfallers such as pen-
sloners recelving the minimum benefit.
The administration now asserts that
they can identify windfallers without
relying upon the 89,0000 manyears of
their employees. I sincerely hope that
the¥ can do so without entangling us in
wasteful, administrative knots.

The Senate did not make the proper -
decision in defeating an amendment to

-establish a Social Security Trust Fund

with revenues collected by repealing for
new leases only the 1981 reductions in
the-crude oil windfall profit tax.

I regret that the Senate decided not
to transfer revenues now lost to the Gov-
ernment to our Soclal Security Trust
Funds to ease their short-term funding
problems.

These revenues will only be gravy for



October 15, 1981

the 50 largest oll companies responsible
for producing new oil whereas they
might have been basic meat and pota-
toes for older Americans dependent upon
their soclal security checks. . }
Despite these regrets, I had no realis-
tic alternative in terms of sound public
policy in approving the Finance Com-
mittee package. This package restores
the short-run solvency of the social se-
curity system by providing for interfund
borrowing authority and adjusting the
share of tax revenues available to each
trust fund. : R
~ According to a February, 1981 CBO
study, there are significant differences
in the projected future balances of the
three Social Security Trust Funds. While
the OASI trust fund was predicted to
expect a positive balance of only 4.7 pere
cent of outlays at the beginning of fiscal
year 1983 and an actual negative bale
ance at the beginning of 1984-86, the

DI and HI Trust Funds were predicted:

to enjoy balances of at least 24 percent
in 1983 and over 50 percent in 1984-886.

In 1986, the DI Trust Fund percentage

balance was predicted to enjoy a .per-
. centage balance of over 100 percent.
Under interfund borrowing or realine-
ment of tax rates, roughly $40 billion
could be shifted from DI and HI to OASI
for the purpose of protecting solvency
through mid-1984. Protecting solvency
in the short run will give us-the time to
examine alternative ways of solving the
longer term financing problems. -

Mr. President, passage of this legisla« .

tion will renew our commitment to the
social security eontract made with the
American public in 1935. We must con-
tinue to insure that any future reforms
of the soclal security system to ease
financing problems will be gradual and
equitable.® : . :

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, perhaps

the most difficult and challenging issue .

-facing the Congress this year is reform-
ing the social security system. -
_ There Is no question that Congress has
a responsibility to honor its commitment
- to those who have retired or are nearing
retirement. Moreover, Congress must in-
sure the long-term financial solvency of
. the 'soclal security system so that
younger workers can claim their earned
benefits when they retire. ;
In order to do s0, Congress will have to
pass reforms, many of which will gener-
ate controversy. Certalnly no proposal

has generated more controversy than the
proposed elimination of the minimum

benefit. . .

Past debate on the minimum benefit
has focused on the need to eliminate so-
called unearned benefits to those indi-
viduals with short work historles in
soclal security covered employment. Pro-
viding & minimum benefit to many of
‘these individuals over the years has
placed a strain on the social security sys-
tem, Whether we can afford to continue
this practice is the central issue in the
debate over the retention of the mini-
mum benefit. :

For a large number of elderly Amer-
icans, however, the minimum represents
thelr sole source of income. Many of

ythese individuals—perhaps 85 to 90 per-
cent—dre women. Nearly 80 percent are
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" age 65 or older. Nearly half a million are
. over age 80, and about 80,000 are over 90.

Clearly, the elimination of the minimum
benefit for these individuals could only
mean additional hardship. C L

I commend the Senate Finance Com-
mittee for its efforts in devising this
compromise proposal which {s before us
today. I believe the bill we are consider-
Ing strikes a reasonable compromise be-
tween the need to protect the elderly
needy in our society, while lessening the
drain on the soclal security system. = .

I support this measure because it is
Just and fair. Those who have no other
means of support, and -who rely heavily
on the minimum benefit, will be totally
protected. Those with small Federal pen-
sions who are also -heavily reliant on
soclal security will also be totally
protected. . .

I believe this proposal is just, compas-
slonate, and deserving of the support of
t.hﬂel Senate. I urge the. adoption of the
bill. :

Mr. BSTENNIS. Mr. President, the bill
pending before us will have the bene-
ficlal result of restoring the minimum
social security benefit for all persons
who are eligible for such benefits before

November 1981 and who are residents

of the United States. There are some
exception to this with respect to those
recelving the minimum benefit who also
have governmental pensions. There has
been a great deal of confusion.during
the debates this year about the applica-
tion of and entitlement to minimum
social security benefits. All of the facts

- have now been developed, and, with these
facts before me, I am happy to support

this bill. - . :

I certainly believe that it would be
serious mistake for the Congress to leave
the situation In such a state that needy
soclal security retirees do not receive at
least the minimum benefit of $122 per
month. This is a small amount which will
at best barely supply minimum food and
lodging. . )

These people have worked and paid
into the social security ssytem for some
period of time, although not for long
enough to receive higher benefits. They
are certainly entitled to something and,
despite the confusion which has some~
times existed with respect to the mini-
mum benefits, I am glad to support them
now. . T

In addition, Mr, President, the Finance
Committee bill provides that the aggre~
gate tax rates for old-age and survivors
insurance, disability insurance, and hos-
pital Insurance remain, for the future, at
the same amount as provided by present
law. However, the bill does provide that
the amount of tax allocated to old-age

and survivors insurance be increased for-

1982 and ‘thereafter and that ‘the tax
rate allocated to disability insurance
should be reduced for 1982 and there-
after. In addition, the bill permits inter-
fund borrowing between the old-age and
survivors insurance and the disability in-
surance trust funds in amounts and at

the discretion of the Secretary of the
, Treasury, who is the managing trustee.

-1 believe that these are wise provisions

‘and will help the short-term financial

situation o‘f the trust fundg_. particularly
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the old-age survivors insurance trust

fund. .

I strongly support this bill and hope
that it will be passed by a substantial
majority of the Senate. C :

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am

.Dleased today to see that so many of my

colleagues from the other side of the
aisle are now prepared to agree with
those of us who have been saying for
months that the administration’s social
security proposals went far beyond-
what is needed to solve the trust funds’
short term problems. The administra-
tion’s plan to penalize early retirees and
cut benefits for other senior citizens was
nothing more than a veiled attempt to
balance the budget on the backs of the
elderly. : _ . ‘
I just want to point out that I, along
with the vast majority of my colleagues
on this side of the aisle, have supported
the  proposal to permit interfund bor- .
rowing since the day the administrae
tion announced its ill-conceived cuts in-
soclal security: "~ : -

- Senator MOYNIHAN, Senator CHILES
and I offered an amendment to authore.
ize interfund borrowing. It was defeated -
61 to 54, with only one Republican vot- °
ing with us. . o o

We sald that interfund borrowing
would address the immediate shorts
term financing problem in the system
and permit consideration of the potential
long term problems in a calm, delibera-
tive fashion. Secretary Schwejker, in.

" testimony before the Finance Commit-

tee, supported this idea. Four former Di~ .
rectors of the Social Security Admin-
istration supported it at a policy forum

- T held back in May when the President
. announced his program. '

Yet for the last 5§ months the senior
citizens of this country have been told
that the system was verging on collapse
and that the financial crisis required im-
mediate draconian cuts in benefits.

The proposal before us also restores
the minimum benefit for most current

. beneficiaries. The President said in his- '

address to the Nation 2 weeks ago that

- he was “asking” that the minimum bene-

fit be restored, implying that the Con-

gress - was solely responsible for its

elimination. : : o o
It is time to set the record straight.
Just last March, it was the President

"who called for eliminating the minimum

benefit. . :

It was the President’s Office of Man- -
agement and Budget that chara