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91ST CONGRESS 14080

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

SFrEMBER 30,1969

Mr. GEIw R. FORD introduced the following bill; which was referred to the
Committee on Ways and Means

A BILL
To amend the Social Security Act to provide an increase in bene-

fits under the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance pro-

grain, provide for automatic benefit increases thereafter in

the event of future increases in the cost of living,, provide for

future automatic increases in the earnings and contribution

base, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and Hense of Repz'esenta-

2 tives of the United States of America in Con grs ,sembied,.

3 That this Act. may be cited as the "Social Security Amend-

4 ments of 1969".
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Sec. 1. Short title.
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Sec. 3. Increase in benefits for certain individuals age 72 and over.
Sec. 4. Automatic adjustment of benefits.
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INCREASE IN OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY

2 INSURANCE BENEFITS

3 Sic. 2. (a) Section 215 (a) of the Social Security Act

4 is amended by striking out the table and inserting in lieu

5 thereof the following:

"TABLE FOR DRTERSUNINC) PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND
MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

"I 11 III IV V

(Primary insurance benefit imder
1989 Act, as modified)

(Primary
Insurance
amount
under

1967 Act)

(Average monthly wage)
(Primary
Insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family

benefits)

If an Individual's primary Insurance Or his average monthly And thebenefit (as determined under wage (as determined under maximumsubsec. (d)) Is— subsec. (b)) is— The amount amount ofOr his pm

__________________

referred benefits pay-mary Insur- to In the able (as pro-ance amount preceding vided In(as deter- paragraphs sec. 203(a))mined under of this on the basisAt least— Ent not more subsec. At least— But not subsection of his wagesthan— (C)) Is— more than— shall be— and sell-
employment
Income shall

______________

be—

$10.20 $55.40 $76 $6L00 $91.50or less
$16.21 14.84 56. .80 $77 78 62.20 93.3016.85 17.60 57,70 79 80 63.50 95.3017.61 15.40 55.80 81 81 64.70 97.1018.41 19.24 52.90 .82 83 65.90 98.9019.25 20.00 61.10 84 85 67.30 101,0020.01 20. 64 62. 20 86 87 68.50 102.8020..85 21.28 63,30 88 89 69.70 104.6021.29 21.88 64.50 90 90 71,00 106.5021.:89 .22.28 65.60 91 92 72.20 105.3022.29 22.68 66.70 93 94 73.40 110. 1022.69 23.08 67.80 95 96 74.60 111.90.23.09 22.44 69.00 97 97 75.90 113.9023.45 22.76 70.20 98 99 77.30 115.0029.77 24.20 71.50 100 101 78.70 118.1024.21 24.60 72.60 102 102 79.90 119.9024.61 25.00 .73.80 100 104 81.20 121.8025.01 25.45 75.10 105 100 82.70 124.1025.49 25.92 74.30 107 107 84.00 120.00
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'TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND
MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS—Continuec

"I

(Primary insurance benefit under
1939 Act, as modified)

II

(Primary
Insurance
amount
under

1967 Act)

III

(Average monthly wage)

IV

(Primary
insurance
amount)

V

(Maximum
family

benefits)

If an individual's primary insurance
benefit (as determined under

subsec. (dl) Is—
Or his pri-

mary lnsur-
ance amount

(as deter-
mined under

subsec.
(c)) is—

Or his average monthly
wage (as determined under

subsec. (b)) is—

At least— But not
more than—

The amount
referred

to in the
preceding

paragraphs
of this

subsection
shall be—

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits pay-
able (as pro-

vided in
sec. 203(a))
on the basis
of his wages

and self-
employment
income shall

be—

At least— But not more
than—

$25.93 $26.40 $77.50 $108 $109 $85. 30 $128.00

26.41 26.94 78.70 110 113 86.60 129.90

26.95 27.46 79.90 114 118 87.90 131.90

27.47 28.00 81. 10 119 122 89.30 13400
28.01 28.68 82.30 123 127 90.60 135.90

28.69 29.25 83.60 128 132 92.00 138.00

29.26 29.68 84.70 133 136 93.20 139.80

29.69 30.36 85.00 137 141 94.50 141.80

30.37 30.92 87.20 142 146 96.00 144.00

30.93 31.36 88.40 147 150 97.30 146.00

31.37 32.00 89. 50 151 155 98.50 147.80

32.01 32.60 90.80 156 160 99.90 149.90

32.61 33.20 92.00 161 164 101.20 151.80

33.21 33.88 93.20 165 169 102.60 153.90

33.89 34.50 94.40 170 174 103. 90 155.90

34.51 35. 00 95.60 175 178 105. 20 157.80

35.01 35.80 90.80 179 183 106. 50 159.80

35.81 36.40 98.00 184 188 107.80 161.70

38.41 37.08 99.30 189 193 109.30 164.00

37.09 37.60 100. 50 194 197 110.60 165. 90

37.61 38.20 101. 60 198 202 111.80 167.70

38.21 39. 12 102.90 203 207 113. 20 169.80

39.13 39. 68 104. 10 208 211 114. 60 171. 90

39.69 40. 33 105.20 212 216 115.80 173. 70

40.34 41.12 100. 50 217 221 117.20 176.80

41. 13 41.76 107.70 222 225 118. 50 180.00

41.77 42.44 108 90 226 230 119.80 184.00

42.45 43.20 110. 10 231 235 121.20 188.00

43.21 43.76 111.40 236 239 122. 60 191.20

43.77 44.44 112.60 240 244 123. 90 195. 20

44.45 44.88 113. 70 245 249 121. 10 199.26

44. 89 45. 60 115.00 250 253 126. 50 202. 40
116.20 254 258 127.00 206.40
117.30 259 263 129. 10 210.40
118.60 264 267 130. 50 213.60
119.80 268 272 131.80 217. 60
121.00 273 277 133, 10 221.60
122.20 278 281 134. 50 224.80
123.40 282 286 135.80 228.80
124.70 287 291 137. 20 232.80
125.80 292 295 138.40 236.00
127. 10 296 300 139.90 240.00
128.30 301 305 141.20 244.00
129.40 306 309 142.40 247. 20
130.70 310 314 143, 80 251. 20

131.90 315 319 145. 10 255.20
133.00 320 323 146. 30 258.40
134.30 324 328 147. 80 262.40
135. 50 329 333 149. 10 268.40
136.80 334 337 150. 50 269. 60
137.90 338 342 151. 70 273. 60
139. 10 343 347 153. 10 277,69
140.40 348 351 154. 50 280. 80
141. 50 352 356 155. 70 284. 80
142.80 357 361 157. 10 288.80
144.00 362 365 158. 40 292.00
145. 10 366 370 159. 70 296. 00
146.40 371 375 161. 10 300.00
147. 60 376 379 162. 40 303. 20
148.90 380 384 163. 80 307. 20
150.00 385 389 165.00 311. 20
151. 20 390 393 166.40 314.40
152.50 394 398 167.80 318.40
153. 60 399 403 169.00 322. 40
154.90 404 407 170. 40 325. 60
156.00 408 412 171. 60 329.60
157. 10 413 417 172.90 333. 60
188.20 418 421 174. 10 368. 80
159.40 422 426 175.40 340.80
160. 50 427 431 176. 60 344. 80
161.60 432 436 177.80 348.80
162.80 437 440 179. 10 352. 00
163.90 441 445 180.30 356.00
165.00 446 450 181. 50 360. 00
166.20 451 454 182. 90 361. 60
167.30 455 459 184. 10 363. 60

J. 37—OO1—z 2



$168.40
169. 50
170. 70
171. 80
172.90
174. 10
175.20
176.30
177. 50
178. 60
179. 70
180. 80
182. 00
183. 10
184.20
185. 40
186. 50
187. 60
188.80
189.90
191. 00
192.00
19&00
194.00
195.00
195.00
197.00
198,00
199.00
200.00
201.00
202.00
203.00
204,00
205.00
206.00
207.00
208.00
209.00
210.00
211.00
212.00
213,00
214.00
215.00
216.00
217.00
218.00

$460 $464
465 468
469 473
474 478
479 482
483 487
488 492
493 498
497 501
502 506
507 510
511 515
516 520
521 524
525 529
530 524
535 538
539 543
544 548
549 553
554 556
557 560
561 563
564 567
568 570
571 574
575 577
578 581
582 584
585 588
589 591
592 595
596 598
599 602
603 605
608 609
610 612
613 618
617 620
621 623
624 627
628 630
631 634
635 637
638 641
642 644
645 648
649 656
657 666
667 676
677 685
686 695
696 705
706 715
716 725
726 734
735 744
745 750

V

(Maximum
family

benefits)

$185. 30 $365. 60
186. 50 367. 20
187.80 369.20
189.00 371.20
190.20 372.80
191.60 374.80
192.80 376.80
194.03 378.40
195. 30 380. 40
196. 50 382. 40
197. 70 384.00
198. 90 386. 00
200.20 388.00
201. 50 389. 60
202. 70 391, 60
204. 00 393. 60
205. 20 395. 20
206.40 397. 20
207. 70 399. 20
208.90 401.20
210. 10 402. 40
211.20 404.00
212.30 405,20
213.40 406.80
214.50 408.00
215.60 409.60
216.70 410.80
217.80 412.40
218. 90 413.60
220.00 415.20
221.10 416.40
222.20 418,00
223.30 419.20
224.40 420. 80
225. 50 422.00
226.60 423.60
227.70 424.80
228.80 426.40
229,90 428.00
231.00 429.20
232. 10 430.80
233,20 432.00
234.30 433.60
235.40 434.80
236,50 436.40
237.60 437.60
238.70 439. 20
239.80 442.40
241.00 446.40
242.00 450.40
243.00 454,00
244.00 458.00
245.00 462.00
246.00 466,00
247,00 470,00
248.00 473.60
249.00 477,60
250.00 480,00."

4

"TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND
MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS—Contjnu6d

"I II III IV

(Primary
(Primary insurance benefit under Insurance (Primary1939 Act, as modified) amount (Average monthly wage) insurance

under amount)
1967 Act)

If an Individual's primary Insurance Or his average monthly And thebenefit (as determined under wage (as determined under maximumsubsec, (d)) Is— subsec, (b)) is— The amount amount ofOr his pri-

________________________

referred benefits pay-mary insur- to in the able (as pro-ance amount preceding vided in(as deter- paragraphs sec. 203(a))mined under of this on the basisAt least— But not more subsec, At least— But not subsection of his wagesthan— (c)) is— more than— shall be— and sell-
employment
income shall

_______________________________

be—

1 (b) Section 203 (a) of such Act is amended by striking
2 out paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

3 "(2) when two or more persons were entitled
4 (without the application of section 202 (j) (1) and see-
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1 tion 223(b)) to monthly benefits under section 202 or

2 223 for March 1970 on the basis of the wages and self-

3 employment income of such insured individual and at

4 least one such person was so entitled for February 1970

5 on the basis of such wages and self-employment income,

6 such total of benefits for March 1970 or any subsequent

7 month shall not be reduced to less than the larger of—

8 "(A) the amount determined under this sub-

9 section without regard to this paragraph, or

10 "(B) an amount equal to the sum of the

11 amounts derived by multiplying the benefit amount

12 determined under this title (including this subsec-

13 tion, but without the application of section 22.2 (b),

14 section 202 (q), and subsections (b), (c), and (d)

15 of this section), as in effect prior to March 1970, for

16 each such person for such month, by 110 percent

17 and raising each such increased amount, if it is not a

18 multiple of $0.10, t'o the next higher multiple of

19 $0.10;

20 but in any such case (i) paragraph (1) of this subsection

21 shall not be applied to such total of benefits after the appli-

22 cation of subparagraph (B), and (ii) if section 202 (k) (2)

23 (A) was applicable in the case of any such benefits for
24 March 1970, and ceases to apply after such month, the pro-

25 visions of subparagraph (B) shall be applied, for and after
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1 the month in which section 202 (k) (2) (A) ceases to apply,

2 as though paragraph (1.) had not been applicable to such

3 total of benefits for March 1970, or".

4 (c) Section 215 (b) (4) of such Act is amended by

5 striking out "January 1968" each time it appears and in-

6 serting in lieu thereof "February 1970".

7 (d) Section 215 (c) of such Act is amended to read

8 as follows:

9 "PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT UNDER 1967 ACT

10 "(c) (1) For the purposes of column II of the table

appearing in subsection (a) of this section, an individual's

12 primary insurance amount shall be computed on the basis of

13 the law in effect prior to the enactment of the Social Security

14 Amendments of 1969.

15 "(2) The provisions of this subsection shall be appli-
16 cable only in the case of an individual who became entitled

17
to benefits under section 202 (a) or section 223 before March

18 1970, or who died before such month."
19

(e) The amendments made by this section shall apply
20

with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the Social

ecurity Act for months after ebruary 1970 and with re-

spect to lump-sum death payments under such title 111 the

23
case of deaths occurring after February 1970.

24
(f) If an individual was entitled to a disability insurance

25 . .

benefit under section 223 of the Social Security Act for
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1 February 1970 and became entitled to old-age insurance

2 benefits under section 202 (a) of such Act forMarch 1970,

3 or he died in such month, then, for purposes of section 215

4 (a) (4) of the Social Security Act (if applicable) , the

S amount in column IV of the table appearing in such section

6 215 (a) for such individual shall be the amount in such

7 colunin on the line on which in column II appears his pri-

8 mary insurance amount (as determined under section 215

9 (c) of such Act) instead of the amount in column IV equal

10 to the primary insurance amount on which his disability

insurance benefit is based.

12 INCREASE IN BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS AGE 72

13 AND OVER

14 SEC. 3. (a) (1) Section 227 (a.) of the Social Security

15 Act is amended by striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu

16 thereof "$44," and by striking out "$20" and inserting in

17 lieu thereof "$22.".

18 (2) Section 227 (b) of such Act is amended by striking

19 out in the second sentence "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof

20 "$44".

21 (b) (1) Section 228 (b) (1) of such Act is amended

22 by striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$44".

23 (2) Section 228 (b) (2) of such Act is amended by

24 striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$44", and

25 by striking out "$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$22".
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1 (3) Section 228 (c) (2) of such Act is amended by

2 striking out "$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$22".

3 (4) Section 228 (c) (3) (A) of such Act is amended

4 by striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$44".

5 (5) Section 228 (c) (3) (B) of such Act is amended

6 by striking out "$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$22".

7 (c) The amendments made by subsections (a) and

8 (b) shall apply with respect to monthly benefits under title

9 II of the Social Security Act for months after February

10 1970.

11 AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENT OF BENEFITS

12 SEC. 4. (a) Section 215 of the Social Security Act is

13 amended by adding after subsection (h) the following new

14 subsection:

15
"COST-OF-LIVING INCREASES IN BENEFITS

16 "(i) (1) For purposes of this subsection—
17 "(A) the term 'base quarter' shall mean the period
18 of 3 consecutive calendar months ending on September
19 30, 1969, and the period of 3 consecutive calendar
20

months ending on September 30 of each year thereafter.
21 "(B) the term 'cost-of-living computation quarter'
22

shall mean the base quarter in which the monthly aver-
23

age of the Consumer Price Index prepared by the De-

partment of Labor exceeds, by not less than 3 per
25

centum, the monthly average of such Index in the later
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1 of: (i) the 3 calendar-month period ending on Septem-

2 ber 30, 1969 or (ii) the base quarter which was most

3 recently a cost-of-living computation quarter.

4 "(2) (A) If the Secretary determines that a base

5 quarter in a calendar year is also a cost-of-living computa-

6 tion quarter, he hal1, effective for January of the next, cal-

7 endar year, increase the benefit amount of each individual

8 who for such month is entitled to benefits under section 227

9 or 228 and the primary insurance amount of each individual,

10 specified in subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, by an

11 amount derived by multiplying such amount of each such

12 individual (including each such individual's primary insur-

13 ance amount or benefit amount under section 227 or 228 as

14 previously increased under this subparagraph) by the same

15 per centum (rounded to the nearest one-tenth of 1 per

16 centum) as the monthly average of the Consumer Price In-

17 dex for such cost-of-living computation quarter exceeds the

18 monthly average of such Index for the base quarter deter-

19 mined after the application of clauses (1) and (ii) of para-

20 graph (1) (B). Such increased primary insurance amount

21 shall be considered such individual's primary insurance

22 amount for purposes of this subsection, section 202, and see-

23 tion 223.

24 "(B) The increase provided by subparagraph (A) with

25 respect to a particular cost-of-living computation quarter
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1 shall apply in the case of monthly benefits under this title

2 for months after December of the calendar year in which

3 occurred such cost-of-living computation quarter, based on

4 the wages and self-employment income of an individual who

5 became entitled to monthly benefits under sectiOn 202, 223,

6 227, or 228 (without regard to section 202 (j) (1) or section

7 223 (b) ), or who died, in or before December of the ealen-

8 dar year in which occurred such cost-of-living computation

9 quarter.

10 "(C) If the Secretary determines that a base quarter

in a calendar year is also. a cost-of-living computation quarter,

12 he shall publish in the Federal Register on or before Decern-

13 ber 1 of such ca.lenda.r year a determination that a benefit

14 increase is resultantly required aiid the percentage thereof.

15 He shall also publish in the Federa.1 Register at that time

16 a revision of the benefit table contained in subsection (a),

17 as it may have been revised previously, pursuant to this

18 subparagraph. Such revision shall be determined as follows:

19 "(i) The amount of ea.ch line of column II shall be

20 changed to t.he amount shown on the corresponding line of

21 column IV of the table in effect before this revision.

22 "(ii) The amount of each line of column IV shall be

23 increa.sed from the amount shown in the table in effect
24 before this revision by increasing such amount by the per
25 centum specified in subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2),
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1 raising each such increased amount, if not a multiple of

2 $.10, to the next higher multiple of $.10.

3 "(iii) If the contribution and benefit base (as defined in

4 section 230 (b)) for the calendar year in which such bene-

5 fit table is revised is lower than such base for the following

6 calendar year, columns III, IV, and V shall be extended.

7 The amount in the first additional line in column IV shall

8 be the amount in the last line of such column as determined

9 under clause (ii), plus $1.00, rounding such increased

10 amount to the nearest multiple of $1.00. The amount of each

succeeding line of column IV shall be the amount on the

12 preceding line increased by $1.00, until the amount on

13 the last line of such column shall be equal. to one-thirtysixth

14 of the contribution and earnings base for the calendar year

15 succeeding the calendar year in which such benefit table is

16 revised, rounding such amount, if not a. multiple of $1.00, to

17 the nearest multiple of $1.00. The amount in each additional

18 line of column III shall be determined so that the second

19 figure in the last line of column III shall be one-twelfth of

20 the contribution and earnings base for the calendar year fol-

21 lowing the calendar year in which such benefit table is re-

22 vised, and the remaining figures in column III shall be
23 determined in consistent mathematical intervals from column

V. The second figure in the last line of column III before

the extension of the column shall be increased to a figure

J. 37—Q01—Z—3
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1 mathematically consistent with the figures determined in

2 accordance with the preceding sentence. The amount on each

3 line of columii V shall be increased, to the extent necessary,

4 so that each such amount shall be equal to 40 per centum of

5 the second figure in the same line of column III, plus 40

6 per centum of the smaller of (I) such second figure or (II)
7 the larger of $450 or 50 per centum of the largest figure

8 in column III.

9 "(iv) The amount on each line of column V shall

10 be increased, if necessary, so that such amount shall be

at least equal to one and one-half times the amount shown

12 on the corresponding line in column IV. Any such increased

13 amount that is not a multiple of $.10 shall be increased to

14 the next higher multiple of $. 10."

15 (b) Section 203 (a) of such Act is amended by striking

16 out the period at the end of the first sentence and inserting in

17 lieu thereof ", or" and adding the following new paragraph:

18 "(4) when two or more persons are entitled (with-

19 out the application of section 202 (j) (1) and section

20 223 (b) ) to monthly benefits under section 202 or 223

21 for December in the calendar year in which occurs a
22 cost-of-living computation quarter (as defined in section

23 215 (1) (1)) on the basis of the wages and self-employ-

24 ment income of such insured individual, such total of
25 benefits for the month immediately following shall be
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1 reduced to not less than the amount equal to the sum of

2 the amounts derived by multiplying the benefit amount

3 determined under this title (including this subsection,

4 but without the application of section 222 (b), section

5 202 (q), and subsections (b), (c), and (d) of this see-

6 tion) as in effect for December for each such person by

7 the same per centum increase as such individual's pri-

8 mary insurance amount (including such amount as pre-

9 viously increased under section 215 (i) (2) ) is increased

10 and raising each such increased amount, if not a multiple

11 of $0.10, to the next higher multiple of $0.10.".

12 (c) (1) Section 202 (a) of such Act is amended by

13 striking out" (as defined in section 215 (a) ) .".

14 (2) Section 215 (f) (4) of such Act is amended by

15 adding at the end before the period the following: "(inehid-

16 ing a primary insurance amount as increased under subsection

17 (1) (2) )".

18 (3) Section 215 (g) of such Act is amended by strik-

19 ing out "primary insurance amount" and inserting in lieu

20 thereof "primary insurance amount (including a primary

21 insurance amount as increased under subsection (i) (2)) ".

22 LIBEBALIZAPION OF EAB.NINGS TEST

23 SEC. 5. (a) (1) Paragraphs (1) and (4) (B) of see-

24 tion 203 (f) of the Social Security Act are each amended by
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1 striking out "$140" and inserting in lieu thereof "$150 or the

2 exempt amount as determined under pa.ragraph (8) ".

3 (2) Paragraph (1) (A) of section 203 (h) of such Act

4 is amended by striking out "$140" and inserting in lieu there-

5 of "$150 or the exempt amount as determined under para-

6 graph (8)".

7 (3) Paragraph (3) section 203 (f) of such Act is

8 amended to read as follows:

9 "(3) For purposes of paragraph (1) and subsection

10 (h), an individual's excess earnings for a, taxable year shall

11 be 50 per centum of his earnings for such year in excess of

12 the product of $150 or the exempt amount as determined

13 under paragraph (8) multiplied by the number of months in

14 such year. The excess eaniirigs as derived under the preced-

15 ing sentence, if not a multiple of $1, shall be reduced to the

16 next lower multiple of $1."

17 (b) Subsection (f) of section 203 of such Act is
18 amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

19 paragraph:

20 "(8) (A) On or before October 1 of 1972 and of each
21 even-numbered year thereafter, the Secretary shall determine

22 and publish in the Federal Register the exempt amount as

23 defined in subparagraph (B) for each month in the two tax-

24 able years which end after the calendar year following the

25 year in which such determination is made.
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"(B) The exempt amount for each month of a par-

ticular taxable year shall be whichever of the following is

the larger:

"(i) the product of $150 and the, ratio of (I) the

average taxable wages of all persons. for whom taxable

wages were reported to the Secretary for the first cal-

endar quarter of the calendar year in which a deter-

mination uiider subparagraph (A) is made for each

such month of such particular taxable year to (II) the

average of the taxable wages of all persons for whom

wages were reported to the Secretary for the first cal-

endar quarter of 1971; such product, if not a multiple

of $10, shall be rounded to the nearest multiple of $10,

or

"(ii) the exempt amount for each month in the

taxable year preceding such particular taxable year;

except that the provisions in clause (i) shall not apply

with respect to any taxable year imless the contribution arid

earnings ba.se for such year is determined under section

230(b)

(c)

Security

1)"
Clause (B) of Section 203 (f) (1) of the Social

Act is amended to read as follows:

"(B) in which such. individual was age 72 or over,

excluding from such excess earnings the earnings of an

individual in or after the month in which he was age 72

1

2

3

4

5

6

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1 in the year in which he attained age 72,, with the amount

2 (if any) of an individual's self-employment income in

3 such year being prorated in an equitable manner uider

4 regulations prescribed by the Secretary,".

5 (d) The amendments made by this section shall apply

6 with respect to taxable years ending after December 1970.

7 INCREASE OF EARNINGS COUNTED FOR BENEFIT AND TAX

8 PURPOSES

9 SEC. 6. (a) (1) (A) Section 209(a) (5) of the Social

10 Security Act is amended by inserting "and prior to 1972"

11 after "1967".

12 (B) Section 209 (a) of such Act is further amended by

13 adding at the end thereof the following new paragraphs:

14 "(6) That part of remuneration which, after remunera-

15 tion (other than remuneration referred to in the succeeding

16 subsections of this section) equal to $9,000 with respect to

17 employment has been paid to an individual during any cal-

18 enclar year after 1971 and prior to 1974, is paid to such
19 individual during any such calendar year;
20 "(7) That part of remuneration which, after remunera-

21 tion (other than remuneration referred to in the succeeding
22 subsectiois of this section) equal to the contribution and
23 earnings base (determined under section 230) with respect
24 to employment paid to an individual during the calendar year
25 with respect to which such contribution and earnings base
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1 was effective, is paid to such individual during such calendar

2 year;

3 (2) (A) Section 211 (b) (1) (E) of such Act is

4 amended by inserting "and prior to 1972" after "1967", by

5 striking out"; or" and inserting in lieu thereof "; and".

6 (B) Section 211(b) (1) of such Act is further amended

7 by adding at the end thereof the following new subpara-

8 graphs:

9 "(F) For any taxable year ending after 1971

10 and prior to 1974, (i) $9,000, minus (ii) the amount

11 of the wages pa.id to such individual during the taxable

12 year; and

13 "(G) For any taxable year ending in any calendar

14 year after 1973, (i) an amount equal to the contribution

15 and earnings base (as determined under section 230)

16 effective for such calendar year, minus (ii) the amount

17 of the wages to such individual during such taxable year,

18 or".

19 (3) (A) Section 213 (a) (2) (ii) of such Act is

20 amended by striking out "after 1967" and inserting in lieu

21 thereof "after 1967 and before 1972, or $9,000 in the case

22 of a calendar year after 1971 and before 1974, or an amount

23 equal to the contribution and earnings base (as determined

24 under section 230) in the case of any calendar year with
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1 respect to which such contribution and earnings base was

2 effective".

3 (B) Section 213 (a) (2) (iii) of such Act is amended

4 by striking out "after 1967" and inserting in lieu thereof

5 "after 1967 and prior to 1972, or $9,000 in the case of a

6 taxable year ending after 1971 and prior to 1974 or the

7 amount equal to the contribution and earnings 'base (as deter-

8 mined under section 230), iii the case of any taxable year

9 ending in any calendar year after 1973, effective for such

10 calendar year".

11 (4) Section 215 (e) (1) of such Act is amended by

12 striking out "and the excess over $7,800 in the case of any

13 calendar year after 1967" and inserting in lieu thereof "the

14 excess over $7,800 in the case of any calendar year after

15 1967 and before 1972, the excess over $9,000 in the case

16 of any calendar year after 1971 and 'before 1974, and the

17 excess over an amount equal to the contribution and earnings

18 base (as determined under section 230) in the case of any

19 calendar year after 1973 with respect to which such con-

20 tribution and earnings base was effective".

21 (b) (1) (A) Section 1402(b) (1) (E) of the Internal

22 Revenue 'Code of 1954 (relating to definition of self-employ-

23 ment income) is amended by inserting "and before 1972"

24 after "1967", and 'by striking out "; or" and inserting in

25 lieu thereof "; and".
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1 (B) Section 1402 (b) (1) of such Code is further

2 amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

3 subparagraphs:

4 "(F) for any taxable year ending after 1971

5 and before 1974, (i) $9,000, minus (ii) the amount

6 of the wages paid to such individual during the tax-

7 able year; and

8 "(G) for any taxable year ending in any cal-

9 endar year after 1973, (i) an amount equal to the

10 contribution and earnings base (as determined under

11 section 230 of the Social 'Security Act) effective for

12 such calendar year, minus (ii) the amount of the

13 wages paid to such individual during such taxable

14 year; or".

15 (2) (A) Section 3121 (a) (1) of such Code (relating

16 to definition of wages) is amended by striking out "$7,800"

17 each place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "$9,000".

18 (B) Effective with remuneration paid after 1973, sec-

19 tion 3121 (a) (1) of such Code is amended by (1) striking

20 out "$9,000" each place it appears and inserting in lieu

21 thereof "the contribution and earnings base (as determined

22 under section 230 of the Social Security Act) ", and (2)

23 striking out "by an employer during any calendar year", and

24 inserting in lieu thereof "by an employer during the calendar

3. 37—001—Z-- —4
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1 year with respect to which such contribution and earnings

2 base was effective".

3 (3) (A) The second sentence of section 3122 of such

4 Code (relating to Federal service) is amended by striking

5 out "$7,800" and inserting in lieu thereof "$9,000".

6 (B) Effective with remuneration paid after 1973, the

7 second sentence of section 3122 of such Code is amended by

8 striking out "$9,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "the con-

9 tribution and earnings i)ase".

10 (4) (A) Section 3125 of such Code (relating to returns

in the case of governmental employees in Guam, American

12 Samoa, and the District of Columbia) is amended by strik-

13 ing out "$7,800" where it appears in subsections (a), (b),

14 and (c) and inserting in lieu thereof "$9,000".

15 (B) Effective with remuneration paid after 1973, the

16 second sentence of section 3125 of such Code is amended by

17 striking out "$9,000" where it appears in subsections (a),

18 (b), and ,(c) and inserting in lieu thereof "the contribution

19 and earnings base".

20 (5) Section 6413 (c) (1) of such Code (relating to

21 special refunds of employment taxes) is amended—

22 (A) by inserting "and prior to the calendar year

23 1972" after "after the calendar year 1967".

24 (B) by inserting after "exceed $7,800" the fol-

25 lowing: "or (E) during any calendar year after the
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1 caleTidar year 1971 and prior to the calendar year 1974,

2 the wages received by him during such year exceed

3 $9,000, or (F) during any calendar year after 1973,

4 the wages received by him during such year exceed the

5 contribution and earnings base (as determined under

6 section 230 of the Social Security Act) effective with

7 respect to such year," and

8 (C) by inserting before the period at the end

9 thereof the following: "and before 1972, or which

10 exceeds the ta.x with respect to the first $9,000 of such

11 wages received in such calendar year after 1971 and

12 before 1974, or which exceeds the tax with respect to

13 the first amount equal to the contribution and earnings

14 base (as determined under section 230 of the Social

15 Security Act) of such wages received in the calendar

16 year after 1973 with respect to which such contribution

17 and earnings base was effective".

18 (6) Section 6413 (c) (2) (A) of such Code (relating

19 to refunds of employment taxes in the case of Federal employ-

20 ees) is amended by—

21 (A.) striking out "or $7,800 for any calendar year

22 after 1967" and inserting in lieu thereof "$7,800 for the

23 calendar year 1968, 1969, 1970 and 1971, or .$9,000

24 for the calendar year 1972 or 1973, or a.n amount equal

25 to the contribution and earnings ba.se (as determined
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1 under section 230 of the Socia.l Security Act) for any

2 calendar year after 1973 with respect to which such con-

3 tribution and earnings base was effective".

4 (c) The amendments made by subsections (a.) (1) and

5 (a) (3) (A), a.nd the amendments made by subsection (b)

6 (except paragraph (1) thereof), shall apply only with
7 respect to remuneration paid after December 1971. The

8 amendments made by subsections (a) (2), (a) (3) (B),
9 and (b) (1) shall apply only with respect to taxable yars

10 ending after 1971. The amendment made by subsection (a)

11 (4) shall apply only with respect to calendar years after
12 1971.

13 AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENT OF EARNINGS BASE

14 SEC. 7. (a) Title II of the Social Security Act is

15 amended by adding at the end thereof the following new

16 section:

17 "AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENT OF EARNINGS BASE

18 "SEc. 230. (a) On or before October 1 of 1972, and each

19 even-numbered year thereafter, the Secretary shall deter-

20 mine and publish in the Federal Register the contribution and

21 earnings base (as defined in subsection (b) ) for the two

22 calendar years succeeding the calendar year following the

23 year in which the determination is made.

24 "(b) The contribution and earnings base for a particular

25 calendar year shall be whichever of the following is the
26 larger.
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1 "(1) the product of $9,000 and the ratio of (A)

2 the average taxable wages of all persons for whom tax-

3 able wages were reported to the Secretary for the first

4 calendar quarter of the calendar year in which a deter-

5 mination under subsection (a) is made for such par-

6 ticular calendar year to (B) the average of the taxable

7 wages of all persons for whom taxable wages were re-

8 ported to the Secretary for the first calendar quarter of

9 1971; such product, if not a multiple of $600, shall be

10 rounded to the nearest multiple of $600, or

11 "(2) the contribution and earnings base for the cal-

12 enda.r year perceding such particular calendar year."

13 (b) That part of section 215 (a) of the Social Security

14 Act which precedes the table is amended by striking out

15 "or" at the end of paragraph (3), by striking out the

16 period at the end of paragraph (4) and inserting in lieu

17 thereof "or the amount equal to his primary insurance

18 amount upon which such disability insurance benefit is

19 based if such primary insurance amount was determined

20 under paragraph (5) ;
or", and by inserting after para-

21 gTaph (4) the following:

22 "(5) II such insured individual's average monthly wage

23 (as determined under subsection (b) ) exceeds $750, the

24 amount equal to the sum of (A) $54.48 and (B) 28.47

25 per centum of such average monthly wage; such sum, if
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1 it is not a multiple of $1, shall be rounded to the nearest

2 multiple of $1."

3 (c) So much of section 203 (a) as precedes paragraph

4 (2) is amended to rea.d as follows:

5 "Sec. 203. (a) Whenever the total of monthly benefits

6 to which individuals are entitled under sections 202 and 223

7 for a month on the basis of the wages and self-employment

8 income of an insured individual exceeds the larger of: (I)

9 the amount appearing in column V of the table in section

10 215 (a) on the line on which appears in column IV such

11 insured individual's primary insurance amount, and (II) the
12 amount which is equal to the suni of $180.00 and 40 per

13 centum of the highest average monthly wage (as determined

14 under section 215 (b) ), which will produce the primary

15 insurance amount of such individual (as determined under

16 section 215 (a) (5) ) , such total of monthly benefits to which

17 such individuals are entitled shall be reduced to the larger

18 amount determined under (I) or (II) above, whichever is

19 applicable; except that—

20 "(1) when any sueh individuals so entitled would

21 (but for the provisions of section 202 (k) (2) (A)
) be

22 entitled to child's insurance benefits on the basis of
23 the wages and self-employment income of one or more

24 other insured individuals, such total benefits shall not
25 be reduced to less than the larger of:
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1 "(A) the sum of the maximum amounts of

2 benefits payable on the basis of the wages and self-

3 employment income of all such insured individuals,

4 but not more than the last figure in column V of the

5 table appearing in section 215 (a), and

6 "(B) the amount determined under clause

7 (II) for the highest primary insurance amount of

8 any insured individual (if such primary insurance

9 amount is determined under section 215 (a) (15) ) ."

10 (d) (1) Section 201 (c) of the Social Security Act is

11 amended by inserting before the last sentence the following

12 sentence: "The report shall further include a recommenda-

13 tion as to the appropriateness of the tax rates in sections

14 1401 (a), 3101 (a), and 3111 (a) of the Internal Revenue

15 Code of 1954, which will be in effect for the following cal-

16 endar year; this recommendation shall be made in the light

17 of the need for the estimated income in relationship to the

18 estimated outgo of the Trust Funds during such year."

19 (2) Section 1817 (b) of such Act is amended by in-

20 serting before the last sentence the following sentence: "The

21 report shall further include a recommendation as to the

22 appropriateness of the tax rates in sections 1401 (b), 3101

23 (b), and 3111 (b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954,

24 which will be in effect for the following calendar year; this

25 recommendation shall be made in the light of the need for
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1 the estimated income in relationship to the estimated outgo

2 of the Trust Fund during such year."

3 (e) The amendments made by subsections (b) and

4 (c) shall apply with respect to monthly benefits for months

5 after December 1973 and with respect to lump-sum death

6 payments under such title in the case of deaths occurring
7 after 1973.

8 CHANGES IN TAX SCHEDULES

SEC. 8. (a) (1) Section 1401 (a) of the Internal Rev-
10 enue Code of 1954 (relating to rate of tax on self-employ-

ment income for purposes of old-age, survivors, and dis-
12 ability insurance) is amended by striking out paragraphs
13 (1), (2), (3), and (4), and inserting in lieu thereof the

14 following:

15 "(1) in the case of any taxable year beginning after

16 December 31, 1969, and before January 1, 1975, the
17 tax shall be equal to 6.3 percent of the amount of the
18 self-employment income for such taxable year;
19 "(2) in the case of any taxable year beginning
20 after December 31, 1974, and before January 1, 1977,
21 the tax sh11 be equal to .9 percent of the amount of
22 the self-employment income for such taxable year; and
23 "(3) in the case of any taxable year beginning after
24 December 31, 1976, the tax shall be equal to 7.0 per-
25 cent of the amount of the self-employment income for
26 such taxable year."
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1 (2) Section 3101 (a) of such Code (relating to rate

2 of tax on employees for purposes of old-age, survivors, and

3 disability insurance) is ame'nded by striking out paragraphs

4 (1), (2), (3), and (4) and inserting in lieu thereof the

5 following:

6 "(1) with respect to wages received during the cal-

7 endar years 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973 and 1974, the rate

8 shall be 4.2 percent;

9 "(2) with respect to wages received during the cal-

10 endar years 1975 and 1976, the rate shall be 4.6 per-

11 cent;

12 "(3) with respect to wages received during the cal-

13 endar years 1977, 1978, and 1979, the rate shall be 4.8

14 percent;

15 "(4) with respect to wages received duriiig the cal-

16 endar years 1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985, and

17 1986, the rate shall be 4.9 percent; and

18 "(5) with respect to wages received after Decem-

19 ber 31, 1986, the rate shall be 5.0 percent."

20 (3) Section 3111 (a) of such Code (relating to rate of

21 tax on employers for purposes of old-age, survivors, and dis-

22 ability insurance) is amended by striking out paragraphs

23 (1), (2), (3), and (4) and inserting in lieu thereof the

24 following:

25 "(1) with respect to wages paid during the cal-
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1 endar years 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973 and 1974, the rate

2 shall be 4.2 percent;

3 "(2) with respect to wages paid during the cal-

4 endar years 1975 and 1976, the rate shall be 4.6 per-
5 cent;

6 "(3) with respect to wages paid during the cad-
7 endar years 1977, 1978, and 1979, the rate shall be
8 4.8 percent;

9 "(4) with respect to wages paid during the calen-
10 dar years 1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985, and

1986, the rate shall be 4.9 percent; and

12 "(5) with respect to wages paid after December
13 31, 1986, the rate shall be 5.0 percent."

14 (b) (1) Section 1401 (b) of such Code (relating to

15 rate of tax on self-employment income for purposes of hos-

16 pital insurance) is amended by striking out paragraphs (1),

17 (2), (3), (4), and (5) and inserting in lieu thereof the

18 following:

19 "(1) in the case of any taxable year beginning after

20 December 31, 1969, and before January 1, 1971, the

21 tax shall be equal to 0.60 percent of the amount of the

22 self-employment income for such taxable year; and

23 "(2) in the case of any taxable year beginning after

24 December 31, 1970, the tax shall be equal to 0.90 per-

25 cent of the amount of the self-employment income for

26 such taxable year."



29

1 (2) Section 3101 (b) of such Code (relating to rate of

2 tax on employees for purposes of hospital insurance) is

3 amended by striking out paragraphs (1), (2). (3), (4),

4 and (5) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

5 "(1) with respect to wages received during the

6 calendar year 1970, the rate shall be 0.60 percent; and

7 "(2) with respect to wages received after Decem-

8 her 31, 1970, the rate shall be 0.90 percent."

(3) Section 3111 (b) of such Code (relating to rate of

10 tax on employers for purposes of hospital insurance) is

11 amended by striking out paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4),

12 and (5) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

13 "(1) with respect to wages paid during the calen-

14 dar year 1970, the rate shall 1)e 0.60 percent; and

15 "(2) with respect to wages paid after December 31,

16 1970, the rate shall be 0.90 percent."

17 (c) The amendments made by subsections (a) (1) and

18 (b) (1) shall apply only with respect to taxable years be-

19 ginning after December 31, 1969. The remaining amend-

20 ments made by this section shall apply only with respect to

21 remuneration paid after December 31, 1969.

22 AGE—62 COMPUTATION POINT FOR MEN

23 SEc. 9. (a) Section 214 (a) (1) of the Social Security

24 Act is amended by striking oat "before—" and by striking

out all of subpara.graphs (A), ( ), and (C) and by in-
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1 serting in lieu thereof "before the year in which he died or

2 (if earlier) the year in which he attained age 62,".

3 (b) Section 215 (b) (3) of such Act is amended by

4 striking out "before—" and all of subparagraphs (A) , (B)

5 and (C) and by inserting in lieu thereof "before the year in

6 which he died or, if it occurred earlier but after 1960, the

7 year in which he attained age 62.".

8 (c) Section 215 (f) of such Act is amended by striking

9 out paragraph (5) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-

10 ing:

11 "(5) In the case of an individual who is entitled to
12 monthly benefits for a month after December 1971, on the
13 ba.sis of the wages and self-employment income of an insured

14 individual who prior to January 1972 became entitled to

15 benefits under section 202 (a), became entitled to benefits

16 under section 223 after the year in which he attained age

17 62, or died in a year after the year in which he attained

18 age 62, the Secretary shall, notwithstanding paragraphs (1)

19 and (2), recompute the primary insurance amount of such

20 insured individual. Such recomputa.tion shall be made under

21 whichever of the following alternative computation methods

22 yields the higher primary insurance amount:

23 "(A) the computation methods of this section, as

24 amended by the Social Security Amendments of 1969,
25 which would be applicable in the case of an insured
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1
individual who attained age 62 after December 1971, or

2
"(B) under the provisions in subparagraph (A)

(but without regard to the limitation, 'but after 1960'

4
contained in paragraph (3) of subsection (b) ), except

that for any such recomputation, when the number of

6 an individual's benefit computation years is less than 5,

his average monthly wage shall, if it is in excess of

8 $400, be reduced to such amount."

(d) Section 223 (a) (2) of such Act is amended by—

10 (1) striking out "(if a woman) or age 65 (if a

ii man) ",

12 (2) striking out "in the ca.se of a woman" and in-

13 serting in lieu thereof "in the case of an individual",

14 and

15 (3) striking out "she" and inserting in lieu thereof "he".

16 (e) Section 223 (c) (1) (A) is amended by striking out

17 "(if a woman) or age 65 (if a• man) ".

18 (f) The amendments made by the preceding subsec-

19 tions of this section shall apply with respect to monthly

20 benefits under title II of the Social Security Act for months

21 after December 1971 and with respect to lump-sum death

22 payments made in the case of an insured individual whn

23 died after such month.

24 (g) Sections 209(i),216(i) (3) (A),and2l3(a) (2)



32

1 of the Social Security Act are amended by striking out "flf

2 a woman) or age 65 (if a man) ".

3 ENTITLEMENT TO CHILD'S INSURANCE BENEFITS BASED

4 ON DISABILITY WHICH BEGAN BETWEEN 18 AND 22

5 SEC. 10. (a) Clause (ii) of section 202 (d) (1) (B) of

6 the Social Security Act is amended by striking out "which

7 began before he attained the age of 18" a.nd inserting in lieu

8 thereof "which began before he attained the age of 22".

9 (b) Subparagraphs (F) and (G) of section 202 (d)

10 (1) of such Act are amended to read as follows:

11 "(F) if such child was not under a disability (as

12 so defined) at the time he attained the age of 18, thern

13 earlier of—

14 "(i) the first month during no part of which

15 he is a full-time student, or

16 "(ii) the month in which he attains the age of

17 22,

18 but only if he was not under a disability (as so defined)

19 in such earlier month; or

20 "(G) if such child was under a disability (as so
21 defined) a.t the time he attained the age of 18, or if he
22 was not under a. disability (a.s so defined) at such time

23 but was under a disability (as so defined) at or prior to
24 the time he attained (or would attain) the age of 22,
25 the third mouth following the month in which he ceases

26 to be under such disability or (if later) the earlier of—
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1 "(i) the first month during no part of which

2 he is a full-time student, or

3 "(ii) the month in which he attains the age

4 of22,

5 but only if he was not under a disability (as so defined)

6 in such earlier month."

7 (c) Section 202 (d) (1) of such Act is further amended

8 by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence:

9 "No payment under this paragraph may be made to a child

10 who would not meet the definition of disability in section

11 223 (d) except for paragraph (1) (B) thereof for any month

12 in which he engages in substantial gainful activity."

13 (d) Paragraph (6) of section 202 (d) is amended by

14 striking out "in which he is a full-time student and has not

15 attained the age of 22" and all that follows and inserting in

16 lieu thereof "in which he—

17 "(A) (i) is a full-time student or (ii) is under a

18 disability (as defined in section 223 (d)), and

19 "(B) had not attained the age of 22, but only if

20 he has filed application for such reentitlement. Such re-

21 entitlement shall end with the month preceding which-

22 ever of the following first occurs:

23 "(C) the first month in which an event specified in

24 paragraph (1) (D) occurs; or

25 "(D) the earlier of (i) the first month during no
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1 part of which he is a full-time student or (ii) the month

2 in which he attains the age of 22, but only if he is not

3 under a disability (as so defined) in such earlier month;

4 or

5 "(E) if he was under a disability (as so defined),

6 the third month following the month in which he ceases

7 to be under such disability or (if later) the earlier of—

8 "(i) the first month during no part of which

9 he is a full-time student, or

10 "(ii) the month in which he attains the age

11 of 22."

12 (e) Section 202 (s) of such Act is amended—

13 (1) by striking out "before he attained such age"

14 in paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof "before

15 he attained the age of 22"; and

16 (2) by striking out "before such child attained the

17 age of 18" in paragraphs (2) and (3) and inserting in

18 lieu thereof "before such child attained the age of 22".
19 (f) The amendments made by this section shall apply

20 only with respect to monthly insurance benefits payable under

21 section 202 of the Social Security Act for months after
22 December 1970, except that in the case of an individual who

23 was not entitled to a monthly benefit under such section for
24 December 1970, such amendments. shall apply oniy on the

basis of a.n application filed after September 30, 1970.
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1 ALLOCATION TO DISAffiLITY INSURANCE TRUST FUND

2 SEC. 11. (a) Section 201(h) (1) of the Social Security

3 Act is amended by—

4 (1) striking out "and" at the end of clause (B)

5 (2) striking out "1967, and so reported," and

6 inserting in lieu thereof the following: "1967, and before

7 January 1, 1970, and so reported, and (D) 1.05 per

8 centum of the wages (as so defined) paid after Decem-

9 ber 31, 1969, and so reported,".

10 (b) Section 201 (b) (2) of such Act is amended by—

11 (1) striking out "and" at the end of clause (B)

12 (2) striking out "1967," and inserting in lieu

13 thereof the following: "1967, and before January 1,

14 1970, and (D) 0.7875 of 1 per centum of the amount

15 of self-employment income (as so defined) so reported

16 for any taxable year beginning after December 31,

17 1969,".

18 WAGE CREDITS FOR MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED

19 SERVICES

20 SEC. 12. (a) Subsection 229 (a) of. such Act is amended

21 by—

22 (1) striking out "after December 1967," and in-

23 serting in lieu thereof "a.fter December 1970";

24 (2) striking out "after 1967" and inserting in lieu

25 thereof "after 1956"; and
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1 (3) striking out all of paragraphs (1), (2), and

2 (3), and inserting in lieu thereof "$300".

(b) The amendments made by subsection (a) shall

4 apply with respect to monthly benefits payable under title

5 II of the Social Security Act for months after December

6 1970 and with respect to lump-sum death payments in the

7 case of deaths occurringafter December 1970, except that,

8 in the case of any individual who is entitled, on the basis

9 of the wages and self-employment income of any individual

10 to whom section 229 applies, to monthly benefits under

11 title 1.1 of such Act for December 1970, such amendments

12 shall apply (A) only if an application for recomputation

13 by reason of such amendments is filed by such individual,

14 or any other individual, entitled to benefits under such title

15 II on the basis of such wages and self-employment income,

16 and (B) only with respect to such benefits for months after

17 whichever of the following is later: December 1970 or the

18 twelfth month before the month in which such application

19 was filed. Recomputations of benefits as required to carry

20 out the provisions of this paragraph shall be made notwith-

21 standing the provisions of section 215 (f) (1) of the Social

22 Security Act; but no such recomputation shall be regarded

23 as a recomputation for purposes of section 215 (f) of such

24 Act.
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PARENT'S INSURANCE BENEFITS IN CASE OF RETIRED OR

2 DISABLED WORKER

3 SEC. 13. (a) Paragraphs (1) •and (2) of section 202

4 (h) of the Social Security Act are amended to read as

5 follows:

6 "(1) Every parent (as defined in this subsection) of an

7 individual entitled to old-age or disability insurance benefits,

8 or of an individual who died a fully insured individual, if

9 such parent—

10 "(A) has attained age 62,

11 "(B) was receiving at least one-half of his sup-

12 port, as determined in accordance with regulations pre-

13 scribed by the Secretary, from such individual—

14 "(i) if such individual is entitled to old-age or

15 disability insurance benefits, at the time he became

16 entitled to such benefits,

17 "(ii) if such individual has died, at the time of

18 such death, or

19 "(iii) if such individual had a period of disa-

20 bility which continued until he became entitled to

21 old-age or disability insurance benefits, or (if he

22 had died) until the month of his death, at the

23 beginning of such period of disability,

24 and has filed proof of such support within two years
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1 after the month in which such individual filed applica-

2 tion with respect to such period of disability, became

3 entitled to such benefits, or died, as the case may be,

4 "(0) is not entitled to old-age or disability insur-

5 ance benefits, or is entitled to such benefits, each of

6 which is (i) less than 50 percent of the primary insur-

7 ance amount of such individual if such individual is en-

8 titled to old-age or disability insurance benefits, or (ii)

9 less than 82+ percent of the primary insurance amount

10 of such individual if such individual is deceased, and if

11 the amount of the parent's insurance benefit for such

12 month is determinable under paragraph (2) (A) (or 75

13 percent of such primary insurance amount in any other

14 case),

15 "(D) has not married since the time with respect

16 to which the Secretary detennines, under subparagraph

17 (B) of this paragraph, that such parent was receiving at

18 least one-half of his support from such individual, and

19 "(E) has filed application for parent's insurance

20 benefits,

21 shall be entitled to a parent's insurance benefit for each
22 month, beginning with the first month in which such parent
23 becomes so entitled to such parent's insurance benefits and

24 ending with the month preceding the first month in which
25 any of the following occurs—

26 "(F) such parent dies or marries, or
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1 "(G) (i) if such individual is entitled to old-age or

2 disability insurance benefits, such parent becomes en-

3 titled to an old-age or disability insurance benefit based

4 on a primary insurance amount which is equal to or ex-

5 ceeds one-half of the primary insurance amount of such

6 individual, or (ii) if such individual has died, such par-

7 ent becomes entitled to an old-age or disability insur-

8 ance benefit which is e(lual to or exceeds 82+ percent

9 of the primary insurance amount of such deceased in-

10 dividua.l if the amount of the parent's insurance benefit

11 for such month is determinable imder paragraph (2)

12 (A) (or 75 percent of such primary insurance amount

13 in any other case), or

14 "(H) such individual, if living, is not entitled to

15 disability insurance beuefits and is not entitled to old-age

16 insurance beiiefits.

17 "(2) (A) Except as provided in subparagraphs (B)

18 a.nd (C), such parent's insurance benefit for each month

19 shall be equal to—

20 (i) if the individual on the basis of whose wages

21 and self-employment income the parent is entitled to

22 such benefit has not died prior to the end of such month,

23 one-half of the primary insurance amount of such mdi-

24 vidual for such mouth, or

25 "(ii) if such individual has died in or prior to such



40

1 month, 82+ percent of the primary insurance amount of

2 such deceased individual;

3 "(B) For any month for which more than one parent

4 is entitled to parent's insurance benefits on the basis of the

5 wages and self-employment income of an individual who died

6 in or prior to such month, such benefit for each such parent

7 for such month shall (except as provided in subparagraph

8 (C)) be equal to .75 percent of the primary insurance

9 amount of such deceased individual;

10 "(C) In any case in which—

11 "(1) any parent is entitled to a parent's insurajice

12 benefit for a month on the basis of the wages and self-

13 employment income of an individual who died in or

14 prior to such month, and

15 "(ii) another parent of such deceased individual

16 is entitled to a parent's insurance benefit for such month

17 on the basis of such wages and self-employment income,

18 and on the basis of an application filed after such month

19 and after the month in which the application for the
20 parent's insurance benefits referred to in clause (i)

21 was filed,

22 the amount of the parent's insurance benefit of the parent

23 referred to in clause (i) for the month referred to in such
24 clause shall be determined under subparagraph (A) instead

25 of subparagraph (B) and the amount of the parent's insur-
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1 ance benefit of the parent referred to in clause (ii) for such

2 month shall be equal to 150 percent of the primary insurance

amount of such individual minus the amount (before the

4 application of section 203 (a.) ) of the benefit for such month

of the parent referred to in clause (i) ."

6 (b) Section 202 (q) of such Act is amended by—

7 (1) inserting in paragraph (1) after "husband's,"

8 the following: "parent's," and by striking out in such

9 paragraph (1) "or husband's" and inserting in lieu

io thereof ", husband's, or parent's";

11 (2) inserting in paragraph (3) after "husband's,"

12 wherever it appears the following: "parent's," and by

13 striking out in such paragraph (3) "or husband's"

14 wherever it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "hus-

15 band's, or parent's";

16 (3) inserting in paragraph (6) after "husband's,"

17 wherever it appears the following: "parent's,"; and by

18 striking out in such paragraph (6) "or husband's"

19 wherever it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "bus-

20 band's, or parent's";

21 (4) inserting in paragraph (7) a.fter "husband's,"

22 the following: "parent's," and by striking out "or hus-

23 band's" and inserting in lieu thereof "husband's, or par-

24 ent's"; and
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1 (5) adding at the end thereof the following new

2 paragraph:

3 "(10) For purposes of this subsection, 'parent's insur-

4 ance benefits' means benefits payable under this section to a

5 parent on the basis of the wages and self-employment income

6 of an individual entitled to old-age insurance benefits or dis-

7 ability insurance benefits."

8 (c) Section 202 (r) of such Act is amended—

9 (1) by striking out "or Husband's" in the heading

10 and inserting in lieu thereof, "Husband's, or Parent's";

11 and

12 (2) by striking out "or husband's" each time it ap-

13 pears in paragraphs (1) and (2) and inserting in lieu

14 thereof, "husband's, or parent's".

15 (d) Section 203 (d) (1) of such Act is amended by

16 striking out "or child's" wherever it appears and inserting

17 in lieu thereof "child's, or parent's" and by striking out "or

18 child" and inserting in lieu thereof "child, or parent".

19 (e) Subparagraph (C) of. section 202 (q) (7) of such

20 Act is amended—

21 (1) by striking out "wife's or husband's insurance

22 benefits" and inserting in lieu thereof "wife's, husband's,

23 or parent's insurance benefits", and

24 (2) by striking out "the spouse" and inserting in

25 lieu thereof "the individual".
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1 (f) Section 222 (b) (3) of such Act is amended—

2 (1) by strikiTlg out "husband's, or child's" wherever

3 it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "husband's, par-

4 ent's, or child's", and

5 (2) by striking out "husband, or child" and insert-

6 ing in lieu thereof "husband, parent, or child".

7 (g) Where—

8 (1) one or more persons were entitled (without the

9 application of section 202 (j) (1) of the Social Security

10 Act) to mmithly benefits under section 202 or 223 of

11 such Act for December 1970 on the basis of the wages

12 and self-employment income of an individual, and

13 (2) one or more persons are entitled to monthly

14 benefits for January 1971 solely by reason of this section

15 on the basis of such wages and self-employment income,

16 and

17 (3) the total of benefits to which all persons are

18 entitled under such section 202 or 223 on the basis of

19 such wages and self-employment income for January

20 1971 is reduced by reason of section 203 (a) of such

21 Act, as amended by this Act (or would, but for the

22 penultimate sentence of such section 203 (a), be so re-

23 duced), then the amount of the benefit to which each

24 person referred to in paragraph (1) of the subsection is

25 entitled for months after December 1970 shall be in-
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1 creased, after the application of such section 203 (a), to

2 the amount it would have been if the person or persons

3 referred to in paragraph (2) were not entitled to a

4 benefit referred to in such paragraph (2).

5 (h) The amendments made by this section shall apply

6 only with respect to monthly insurance benefits payable un-

7 der section 202 of the Social Security Act for months after

8 December 1970 and only on the basis of an application filed

9 after September 30, 1970.

10 (i) The requirement in section 202(h) (1) (B) of the

11 Social Security Act that proof of support be filed within two

12 years after a specified date in order to establish eligibility for

13 parent's insurance benefits shall, insofar as such requirement

14 applies to cases where applications under such subsection are

15 filed by parents on the basis of the wages and self-employ-

16 ment income of an individual entitled to old-age or disability

17 insurance benefits, not apply if such proof of support is filed

18 within two years after the date of enactment of this Act.

19 INCREASED WIDOW'S AND WIDOWER'S INSURANCE

20 BENEFITS

21 SEC. 14. (a) Subsection (e) of section 202 of the
22 Social Security Act is amended as follows:

23 (1) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of such subsection are
24 amended by striking out "82* percent of" wherever it
25 appears.
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1 (2) Paragraph (5) of such subsection is amended by

2 striking out "60" and inserting in lieu thereof "65".

(b) Subsection (f) of sectiOi '202 of such Act is

amended as follows:

(1) Paragraphs (1) and (3) of such subsection are

6 amended by striking out "82+ percent of'-'- wherever it

7 appears.

8 (2) Paragraph (6) of such subsection is amended by

9 striking out "62" and inserting in lieu thereof "65".

10 (c) (1) The last sentence of subsection (c) of section

11 203 of such Act is amended by striking out all that follows

12 the semicolon and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

13 "nor shall any deduction be made under this subsection from

14 any widow's insurance benefit for any month in which the

15 widow or surviving divorced wife is entitled and has not

16 attained age 65 (but only if she became so entitled prior to

17 attaining age 60), or from any widower's 'insurance benefit

18 for a.ny month in which the widower is entitled and has not

19 attained age 65 (bu't only if he became so entitled prior to

20 attaining age 62) .".

21 (2) Subparagraph (D) of section 203 (1) (1) of such

22 Act is amended to read as follows:

23 "(D) for which such individual is entitled to

24 widow's insurance benefits and has not attained age 65

25 (but only if she became so entitled prior to attaining age
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1 60), or widower's insurance benefits a.nd has not attained

2 age 65 (but only if he became so entitled prior to attain-

3 ing age 62), or".

4 (d) Subsection (q) of section 202 of such. Act, as

5 amended by this Act, is further amended as follows:

6 (1) That part of paragraph (1) of such subsection

7 which precedes subparagraph (C) is amended to read as

8 follows:

9 "(q) (1) If the first month for which an individual is'

10 entitled to an old-age, wife's, husband's, parent's, widow's,

11 or widower's insurance benefit is a month before the month

12 in which such individual attains retirement age, the amount of

13 such benefit for each month shall, subject to the succeeding

14 paragraphs of this subsection, be reduced—

15 "(A) for each month of such entitlement within the

16 36-month period immediately preceding the month in

17 which such individual attains retirement age, by

18 "(i) five-riinths of 1 percent of such amount if

19 such benefit is an old-age insurance benefit, twenty-

20 five thirty-sixths of 1 percent of such amount if
21 such benefit is a wife's, husband's, or parent's insur-

22 ance benefit, or thirty-five seventy-seconds of 1 per-

23 cent of such amount if such benefit is a widow's or
24 widower's insurance benefit, multiplied by

25 "(ii) the number of such months in (I) the
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1 reduction period for such benefit (determined

2
under paragraph (6) (A)), if such benefit is for

a month before the month in which such mdi-

4 vidual attains retirement age, or (II) the adjusted

5 reduction period for such benefit (determined under

6 paragraph (7)), if such benefit is for the month

in which such individual attsins retirement age or

8 for any month thereafter, and—

9 "(B) for each month of the 24-month period for

10 which a widow, or widower, is entitled to a widow's or

11 widower's insurance benefit immediately preceding the

month in which such individual attains age 62, the

13 amount of such individual's widow's or widower's bene-

14 fit as reduced under subparagraph (A) àhsrll be further

15 reduced by—

16 "(i) flve-ninths of 1 percent of such reduced

17 benefit, multiplied by

18 "(ii) the number of such months in (I) the

19 reduction period for such benefit, if such benefit is

20 for a month before the month in which such mdi-

21 vidual attains age 62, or (II) the adjusted reduc-

22' tion period for such benefit (determined under pan-

23 graph (7)), if such benefit is for the month 'in

24 which such individual attains retirement age or for

25 any month thereafter.
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1 "A widow's or widower's insurance benefit reduced pur-

2 suant to the preceding sentence shall be further reduced

3 by—".

4 (2) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is amended by

5 striking out "paragraphs (1) and (4)" and inserting in lieu

6 thereof "paragraphs (1), (3), and (4) ".

7 (3) Paragraph (3) of such subsection is amended by—

8 (A) striking out subparagraph (F), and

9 (B) redesignating subparagraph (G) as subpara-

10 graph (F), striking out of such subparagraph "(when

such first month occurs before the month in which such

12 individua.l attains the age of 62) ", and striking out
13 "age 62" and inserting in lieu thereof "age 65".

14 (4) Paragraph (9) of such subsection is amended to

15 read as follows:

16 "(9) For purposes of this subsection, the term 'retire-

17 ment age' means age 65.".

18 (e) Subsection (r) of section 202 of such Act, as

19 amended by this Act, is further amended as follows:

20 (1) by striking out "Husband's, or Parent's" in
21 the heading and inserting in lieu thereof "Husband's,
22 Parent's, Widow's, or Widower's"; and
23 (2) by striking out "husba.nd's, or parent's" each
24 time it appears in paragraphs (1) and (2) and insert-
25 ing in lieu thereof "husband's, parent's, widow's, or
26 widower's.".
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1 (f) In the case of an individual who is entitled (with-

2 out the application of section 202 (j) (1) and 223 (b) ) to

3 widow's or widower's insurance benefits for the month of

4 December 1970, if such individual's entitlement to such

5 benefits began with a month after the month he attained

6 age 62, the Secretary shall redetermine the amount of such

7 benefits under the provisions of this section as if these pro-

8 visions had been in effect for the first month of such mdi-

9 vidual's entitlement to such benefits.

10 (g) The amendments made by this section shall be

effective for monthly benefits for months after December

12 1970.
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A BILL
To amend the Social Security Act to provide

an increase in benefits under the old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance program,
provide for automatic benefit increases there-
after in the event of future increases in the
cost of living, provide for future automatic
increases in the earnings and contribution
base, and for other purposes.

By Mr. Gitu R. Foiw

SEPTEMBER 30, 1969

Referred to the Committee on Ways and Means



SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

September 26, 1969

Number 92

PRESIDENT'S SOCIAL SECURITY PROPOSALS

To Administrative, Supervisory,
and Technical Employees

On Thursday, September 25, the. President sent to the Congress his
recommendations for social security legislation. The recommenda -
tions include a 10-percent across-the-board increase in social
security cash benefits; a provision for automatic benefit adjustments
to take account of future increases in the cost of living; an increase
in the exempt amount under the retirement test from $1680 to $1800,
With a corresponding increase in the monthly measure of retirement,
a provision for $1-for-$2 withholding of benefits for all earnings in
excess of $1800 rather than withholding $1 for each $1 of earnings
above $2880, as under present law, and a provision for automatic
adjustment of the test to future earnings levels; and an increase in
the contribution and benefit base from $7800 to $9000 with provision
for subsequent automatic increases to take account of future earnings
levels.

Also included are provisions for an increase trom 82 1/2 percent to
100 percent of the husband's benefit for a widow who begins receiving
her benefits at age 65 or later, with'the benefit amount graded down
to 82 1/2 percent for a widow who takes benefits at age 62; non-
contributory earnings credits of $100 a month for military service
from January 1957 through December 1967; benefits for the aged
parents of retired and disabled workers; childhood disability benefits
for people who become disabled after age 18 and prior to age 22; and
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determination of insured status and benefit amounts for men on the
same basis as present law provides for women--that is, over a
period equal to the number of years up to age 62 rather than age 65.

The bill provides for changes in the contribution rate schedules for
both cash benefits and for hospital insurance. The contribution rate
for cash benefits, now scheduled to rise to 5. 0 percent, each, for
employees and employers for 1973 and after,. would not go to 5. 0 per-
cent until 1987. The delay in the scheduled increases in the rates for
cash benefits will prevent unnecessary, sizeable increases in the
cash benefit trust funds. The contribution rates for hospital insurance
would rise from 0. 6 percent, each, for employees and employers, to
0. 9 percent for 1971 and after, rather than for 1987 and after, as under
present law.

As a result of the delay in rate increases for cash benefits and the
speeding up of the rate increases for hospital insurance, the combined
rates for cash benefits and for hospital insurance would rise from
4. 8 percent for employees and employers, each, in 1970 to an ultimate
rate of 5. 9 percent, each, for 1987 and after. The revisions in the
contribution rate schedules will mean that the combined rates will
be lower for 1971 through 1976 than under present law and the same
as present law for 1977 and after. In effect, there will be a temporary
decrease in the rates for cash benefits from those now scheduled in
the law.

Enclosed is a copy of a memorandum from the Chief Actuary which
summarizes new cost estimates for the program which have just been
prepared and describes their relationship to the President's proposals.

Also enclosed is a copy of the President's message. The President
states in his message that he looks upon his proposals as forerunners
of recommendations for further improvements in the social security
program.

Robert M. Ball
Commissioner

Enclosures



FOR RElEASE ON DELIVERY TO TEE SENATE September 25, 1969
OR THE HOUSE OF HEFRE6EI1TATIVES

Office of the White House Press Secretary

TI-rE WHITE HOUSE

MESSAGE ON SOCIAL SECURITY

TO TIlE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES:

This nation must not break faith with those Americans who have a
right to expect that Social Security payments will protect them and their
families.

The impact of an inflation now in its fourth year has undermined
the value of every Social Security check and requires that we once again
increase the benefits to help those among the most severely victimized
by the rising cost of' living.

I request that the Congress remedy the real losses to those who now
receive Social Security benefits by increasing payments by 10 per cent.

Beyond that step to set right today's inequity, I propose that the
Congress make certain once and for all that the retired, the disabled and
the dependent never again bear the brunt of inflation. The way to prevent
future unfairness is to attach the benefit schedule to the cost of living.

This will instill new security in Social Security. This will provide
peace of mind to those concerned with their retirement years, and to their
dependents.

By acting to raise benefits now to meet the rise in the cost of living,
we keep faith with today's recipients. By acting to make future benefit
raises automatic with rises in the cost of living, we remove questions about
future years; we do much to remove this system from biennial politics; and
we make fair treatment of beneficiaries a matter of certainty rather than a
matter of hope.

In the 31i years since the Social Security program was first established,
it has become central part of life for a growing number of' Americans.
Today approximately 25 million people are receiving cash payments from this
source. Three-quarters of these are older Americans; the Social Security
check generally represents the greater part of total income. Millions of
younger people receive benefits under the disability or survivor provisions
of Social Security.

more
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Almost all Americans have a stake in the soundness of the Social
Security system. Some 92 million workers are contributing to Social
Security this year. About 80 per cent of Americans of working age are
protected by disability insurance and 95 per cent of children and mothers
have survivorship insurance protection. Because the Social Security
program is an essential part of life for so many Americans, we must
continually re-examine the program and be prepared to make improvements.

Aiding in this Administration's review and evaluation is the
Advisory Council on Social Security which the Secretary of Health,
Education and Welfare appointed in May. For example, I will look to
this Council for recommendations in regard to working women; changing
work patterns and the increased contributions of working women to the
system may make present law unfair to them. The recommendations of
this Council and of other advisers, both within the Government and out-
side of it, will be important to our planning. As I indicated in my
message to the Congress on April improvement in the Social Security
program is a major objective of this Administration.

There are certain changes in the Social Security program, however,
for which the need is, so clear that they should be made without awaiting
the findings of the Advisory Council. The purpose of this message is to
recommend such changes.

I propose an across-the-board increase of 10% in Social Security
benefits, effecTve with checks mailed in Apri]TT70, to make up for
increases in the cost of living.

I propose that future benefits in the Social Security system be
automatically adjusted to account for increases in the cost of living.

I propose an increase from $1680 to $1800 in the amount
beneficiaries can earn annually without reduction of their benefits,
effective January 1, 1971.

I propose to eliminate the one-dollar-for-one-dollar reduction
in benefits for income earned in excess of 80 a year and replace it
by a one dollar reduction in benefits for every two dollars earned, which
now applies at earnings levels betweenTh80 and850, also effective
January 1, 1971.

I propose to increase the contribution and benefit base from $8Oo
to $9000, beginning in 1972, to strengthen the system, to help keep
future benefits to the individual related to the growth of his wages, and
to meet part of the cost of the improved program. From then on, the b
will automatically be adjusted to reflect wage increases.

I propose a series Qf additional reforms to ensure more equitable
treatment for widows, recipients above age 72, veterans, for persons
disabled in childhood and for the dependent parents of disabled and
retired workers.

more
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I emphasize that the suggested changes are only first steps, and

that further recommendations will come from our review process.

The Social Security system needs adjustment now so it will better

serve people receiving benefits today, and those corrections are rec-

ommended in this message. The system is also in need of long-range

reform, to make it better serve those who contribute now for benefits

in future years, arid that will be the subject of later recoimnendations.

THE BENEFT INCREASE

With the increase of 10%, the average family benefit for an aged
couple, both receiving benefits, would rise from $170 to $188 a month.
Further indication of the impact of a 10 per cent increase on monthly

benefits can be seen in the following table:

Present New Present New

Minimum Minimum Maximum Maximum

Single Person
(A man retiring at $55.00 $61.00 $165.00 $181.50

age 65 in 1970)

Married Couple
(Husband retiring at $82.50 $91.50 $21i.7.50 $272.30

age 6 in 1970)

The proposed benefit increases will raise the income of more than

25 million persons who will be on the Social Security rolls in April, 1970.

Total budget outlays fo:r the first full calendar year in which the increase

is effective will be approximately $3 billion.

AUTOMATIC ADJIJSTMEI'ITS

Benefits will be adjusted automatically to reflect increases in the

cost of living. The uncertainty of adjustment under present laws and the
delay often encountered when the needs are already apparent is unnecessarily

harsh to those who must depend on Social Security benefits to live.

Benefits that automatically increase with rising living costs can

be funded without increasing Social Security tax rates so long as the

amount of earnings subject to tax reflects the rising level of wages.

Therefore, I propose that the wage base be automatically adjusted so

that it corresponds to increases in earnings levels.

These automatic adjustments are interrelated and should be enacted

as a package. Taken together they will depoliticize, to a certain extent,

the Social Security system and give a greater stability to what has become

a cornerstone of our society's social insurance system.

more
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REFORMING TIlE SYSTEM

I propose a series of reforms in present Social Security law to
achieve new standards of fairness. These would provide:

1. An increase in benefits to a widow who begins receiving her
benefit &EThge 65 or Thter. The benefit would increase the current 82-1/2%
of her hband's benefit to a full 100%. This increased benefit to widows
would fulfill a pledge I made a year ago. It would provide an average
increase of $17 a month to almost three million widows.

2. Non-contributory earnings credits of about $100 a month for
military service from January, 1957 to December, 1967. During that
period, individuals in military service were covered under Social
Security but credit was not then given for "wages in kindt' -- room and
board, etc. A law passed in 1967 corrected this for the future, but the
men who served from 1957 (when coverage began for servicemen) to 1967
should not be overlooked.

3. Benefits for the aged parents of retired and disabled workers.
Under present law, benefits are payable only to the dependent parents
of a worker who has died; we would extend this to parents of workers
who are disabled or who retire.

4. Child's insurance benefits for life if a child becomes
permanently disabled before age 22. Under present law, a person must
have become disabled before age 18 to qualify for these benefits. The
proposal would be consistent with the payment of child's benefit to
age 22 so long as the child is in school.

5. Benefits in full paid to persons over 72, regardless of the
amount of his earnings in the year he attains that age. Under present
law, he is bound by often confusing tests which may limit his exemption.

6. A fairer means of determining benefits payable on a man's
earnings record. At present, men who retire at age 62 must compute
their average earnings through three years of no earnings up to
age 65, thus lowering the retirement benefit excessively. Under this
proposal, only the years up to age 62 would be counted, jiist as is now
done for women, and three higher-earning years could be substituted
for low-earning years.

CHANGES IN TIlE rThEMEI'T TEST

A feature of the present Social Security law that has drawn much
criticism is the so-called "retirement test," a provision which limits
the amount that a beneficiary can earn and still receive full benefits.

more
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I have been much concerned about this provision, particularly about its

effects on incentives to work. The present retirement test actually

penalizes Social Security beneficiaries for doing additional work or

taking a job at higher pay. This is wrong.

In my view, many older people should be encouraged to work. Not

only are they provided with added income, but the country retains the

benefit of their skills and wisdom; they, in turn, have the feeling of

useftulness and participation which employment can provide.

This is why I am recommending changes in the retirement test.

Raising the amount of money a person can earn in a year without

affecting his Socia:L Security payments -- from the present $1680 to

$1800 -- is an important first step. But under the approach used in

the present retirement test, people who earned more than the exempt

amount of $1680, plus $1200, would continue to have $1 in Social

Security benefits withheld for every $1 they received in earnings.

A necessary second step is to eliminate from present law the requirement

that when earnings reach $1200 above the exempt amount, Social Security

benefits will be reduced by a full dollar for every dollar of added

earnings until all his benefits are withheld; in effect, we impose a

tax of more than 100% on these earnings.

To avoid this, I would eliminate this $1 reduction for each $1

earned and replace it with the same $1 reduction for each $2 earned

above $3000. This change will reduce a disincentive to increased
employment that arises under the retirement test in its present form.

The amount a retired person can earn and still, receive his benefits

should also increase automatically with the earnings level. It is sound

policy to keep the exempt amount related to changes in the general level

of earnings.

These alterations in the retirement test would result in added
benefit payments of some $300 million in the first full calendar year.
Approximately one million people would receive this money -- some who

are now receiving no benefits at all and some who now receive benefits

but who would get more under this new arrangement. These suggestions

are not by any means the solution to all the problems of the retirement

test, however, and I am asking the Advisory Council on Social Security
to give particular attention to this matter.

C011TRIff ION AND BENEFTT BASE

The contribution and benefit base -— the annual earnings on which
Social Security contributions are paid and that can be counted toward
Social Security benefits —- has been increased several times since the

Social Security program began. The further increase I am recommending —-

from its present level of $7800 to $9000 beginning January 1, 1972 -- will

more
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produce approximately the same relationship between the base and general
earnings levels as that of the early 1950s. This is important since the
goal of Social Security is the replacement, in part, of lost earnings;
if the base on which contributions and benefits are figured does not
rise with earnings increases, then the benefits deteriorate. The future
benefit increases that will result from the higher base I am recommending
today would help to prevent such deterioration. These increases would,
of course, be in addition to those which result from the 10% across-the-
board increase in benefits that is Intended to bring them into line with
the cost of living.

FINANCING

I recommend an acceleration of the tax rate scheduled for hospital
insurance to bring the hospital insurance trust fund into actuarial balance.
I also propose to decelerate the rate schedule of the old-age, survivors
and disability insurance trust funds in current law. These funds taken
together have a long-range surplus of income over outgo, which will meet
much of the cost. The combined rate, known as the "social security
contribution," already scheduled by statute, will be decreased from
1971 through 1976. Thus, in 1971 the currently scheduled rate of 5.2%
to be paid by employees would become 5.1%, and in 1973 the currently
scheduled rate of 5.65% would become 5.1%. The actuarial integrity of
the two funds will be maintained, and the ultimate tax rates will not
be changed in the rate schedules which will be proposed.

The voluntary supplementary medical insurance (SMI) of title XVIII
of the Social S'ecurity Act, often referred to as part B Medicare coverage,
is not adequately financed with the current $ premium. Our preliminary
studies indicate that there will have to be a substantial increase in the
premium. The Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare will set the
premium rate in December for the fiscal year beginning July 1970, as
he is required to do by statute.

To meet the rising costs of health care in the United States, this
Administration will soon forward a Health Cost Control proposal to the
Congress. Other administrative measures are already being taken to hold
down spiraling medical expenses.

In the coming months, this Administration will give careful study
to ways in which we can further improve the Social Security program. The
program is an established and important American institution, a foundation
on which millions are able to build a more comfortable life than would
othewise be possible -- after their retirement or in the event of
disability or death of the family earner.

more
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The recoimnendations I propose today, which I urge the Congress

to adopt, will move the cause of Social Security forward on a broad

front.

We will bring benefit payments up to date.

We will make sure that benefit payments stay up to date, automatically

tied to the cost of living.

We will begin making basic reforms in the system to remove Inequities

and bring a new standard of fairness In the treatment of all Americans

in the system.

And we will lay the groundwork for further study and improvement

of a system that has served the country well and must serve future

generations more fairly and more responsively.

RICHARD NIXON

THE WHITE HOUSE.

September 25, 1969.

####
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum
Robert M. Ball DATE: September 25, 1969

Commissioner of Social Security

tOM : Robert J. Myers
Chief Actuary

IBJEcT: Summary Results of New Cost Estimates for Present OASDI and HI

Systems and for President's Proposal

This memorandum will summarize the results of the new cost
estimates for the Old--Pge, Survivors, and Disability Insurance
system that have just row been completed. At the same time,
it is essential that the current actuarial situation of the
Hospital Insurance system should be considered simultaneously.
Although the revision of the HI cost estimates has not yet
been completed, preliminary estimates have been made, and
these should be close to the final results that will be pro-
duced subsequently. Information will also be presented as to
the cost aspects of the proposal just made by President Nixon.

It will be recalled that the cost estimates for the OASDI system
which were contained in the 1969 Trustees Report showed a
positive long—range actuarial balance (i.e., a financial surplus)
of 0.53% of taxable payroll. The new cost estimates show tha,t
this ppsitive balance is increased to 1.16% of taxable payroll.
The principal reasons for this change, and the amount that each
contributes to the increase of 0.63% of taxable payroll in the
financial surplus, are as follows:

(1) The use of a higher earnings—level assumption
(namely, 1969 earnings as against 1968 earnings)--.22%
of taxable payroll.

(2) The use of a higher interest—rate assumption
(namely, 4 3/4% as against 4¼%)——.l1% of taxable
payroll.

(3) The use of higher labor—force participation rates
for both men and women (based on recent actual
experience), which, because of the weighted benefit
formula and the provision preventing, in essence,

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan



receipt of benefits on more than one earnings
record, results in a greater increase in estimated
income than in estimated outgo--.23% of taxable
paytoll.

(4) Update of other factors——.07% of taxable payroll.

Now, turning to the cost estimates for the HI system, it will
be recalled that the estimates contained in the 1969 Trustees
Report showed a negative long-range actuarial balance (i.e.,
a financial deficit) of 0.29% of taxable payroll. The pre-
liminary new cost estimates show that this negative balance
has become larger--namely, —0.77% of taxable payroll. The
principal reasons for this canqe are as follows:

(1) The use of higher hospital utilization rates as
the initial 1969 base and the introduction of an
assumption that these rates will increase gradually
over the next decade (at an averag? annual rate of
about 1%), both of which assumptions are based on
an extensive analysis of recent operating experience.

(2) The use of higher assumed increases in hospital
per diem costs than previously assumed (namely,
15% for 1969, 14% for 1970, 13% for 1971, grading
down to 4% after 1977, as compared with the previous
assumption of 12% for 1969, 9% for 1970, 7½% for
1971, grading down to 3½% after 1974), which
assumption is based on analysis and projection of
recent operating and other experience.

Offsetting slightly the foregoing increased—cost assumptions for
the HI cost estimates are several other changed assumptions,
including the following:

(1) The use of a higher interest rate (namely, 5% as
against 4½%).

(2) A reduction in the estimated cost of the extended
care facility benefits (since the previous estimate
seems to have included the assumption of too rapid
an increase in the utilization of such benefits).
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(3) As in the OASDI estimates, higher Labor—force
participation rates and a higher initial payroll-

tax base and higher assumed increases in future

earnings levels (e.g., ultimately, 4% per year as

against the 3½% used previously).

Finally, I might point out that an increase in the taxable

earnings base from the present $7,800 per year would have a

favorable effect on the financing of both the OASDI and HI

systems. For example, a change to $9,000 would increase the

positive actuarial balance of the OASDI system by 0.23% of

taxable payroll and would decrease the negative actuarial

balance of the HI system by 0.17% of taxable payroll.

President Nixon has proposed that the benefit provisions of

the OASDI system should be changed in the following manner:

(1) An across-the-board benefit increase of 10%.

(2) A modification of the retirement test, so that

the annual exempt amount would be increased from

$1,680 to $1,800, and the "$1 for $2" reduction
would apply to all earnings in excess of the
annual exempt amount (instead of only to the first

$1,200 above the annual exempt amount, as in

present law)

(3) Payment of dependent parent's benefits with respect

to old—age beneficiaries and disability beneficiaries.

(4) Increase from age 18 to age 22 the limit before
which adult children must have been disabled in order

to receive child's benefits.

(5) Modify the retirement test as it applies to the year
of attainment of age 72, so that earnings in and

after the month of attainment are not counted against

the annual test (the amount for which is prorated
according to the number of months before the month
of attainment)
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(6) Have an age-62 computation point for men, instead
of age-65 (i.e., having the same point for men
that women have under present law).

(7) Pay widow's benefits of 100% of the PIA when first
payable at or after age 65, graded down to 82½%
when first claimed at age 62.

(8) Increase in the taxable earnings base from $7,800
to $9,000, effective for 1972 and after; for 1974
and after, automatic adjustment of the earnings
base in accordance with changes in the level of
wages in covered employment.

(9) Automatic adjustment of the OASDI benefits in
accordance with changes in the cost of living and,
bcqinninq in 1974, automatic adjustment of the
annual exempt amount of the retirement test in accordance
with changes in the level, of wages in covered employ-
ment; insofar as the OASDI system is corcerned, the
cost of these benefit changes would be financed by
the automatic adjustment of the earnings base, whileinsofar as the HI system is concerned, the additional
financing due to the automatic adjustment of the
earnings base would have a significant effect on its
actuarial status.

(10)Changes in the contribution schedules, as shown
in Table 1.

Under the President's proposal, the long-range actuarial balance
of the OASDI system is estimated to be —0.09% of taxable payroll,
while the correspondinj figure for the HI program is +0.06% of
taxable payroll. Both of these relatively small balances are
within the limits generally acceptable, and so the proposal is
in actuarial balance.

Table 2 shows the progress of the combined OASI and DI TrustFunds and ol the III Trust Fund for F'Y 1970—73 under present law.
Table .3 gives similar data for the President's proposal.

j?4tT r L?4
Robert J. Myers

Attachments
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Table 1

COMPARISON OF PRESENT AND PROPOSED CONTRIBUTION SCHEDULES

Combined Employer-
Employee Self—Employed

Period Present Proposed Present Proposed

OASDI Rate

1970 8.% 8.% 6.3% 6.3%

1971—72 9.2 8.1 6.9 6.3
l973—74 10.0 8.t 7.0 6.3
1975—76 10.0 9.2 7.0 6.9

1977—79 10.0 9.6 7.0 7.0
1980—86 10.0 9.8 7.0 7.0

1987 and after 10.0 10.0 7,0 7.0

HI Rate

1970 1.2% 1.2% .6% .6%

1971—72 1.2 1.8 .6 .9
1973—7k 1.3 i.8 .65 .9

1975 1.3 1.8 .7 .9
1976—79 i. 1.8 .7 .9
1980—86 1.6 1.8 .8 .9

1987 and after 1.8 1.8 .9 .9

Combined OASDI—HI Rate

1970 9.6% 9.6% 6.9% 6.9%
1971—72 10.14 10.2 7.5 7.2
1973—714 11.3 10.2 7.65 7.2

1975 11.3 11.0 7.65 7.8
1976 11.14 11.0 7.7 7.8

1977—79 ii.14 11.14 7.7 7.9
1980—86 11.6 ii.6 7.8 7.9

1987 and after 11.8 11.8 7.9 7.9



Table 2

ESTIMATED SHORT-RANGE PROGRESS OF TRUST FUNDS
UNDER PRESENT LAW

(in billions)

Fiscal Contribution Other Benefit Other Net Fund at
Year Income incomeW Outgo OutgoJ Income End of Year

OASDI Trust Funds

1970 $33.).4 $1.8 $27.3 $1.2 $6.8 $38.7
1971 36.3 2.3 28.4 1.2 8.9 47.6
1972 40.3 2.8 29.6 1.2 12.3 59.91973 43.9 3.5 30.7 1.3 15.4 75.3

HI Trust Fund

1970 $I.7 $.8 $5.2 $.i $.2 $2.2
1971 4.9 1.0 6.2 .1 — .5 1.7
1972 5.2 .8 7.3 .1 —1.5 .2
1973 5.6 .7 8.5 .1 —2.2 ——

a! Interest income, payments from General Fund for noninsured persons
and military service wage credits, and (for HI) payments from
Railroad Retirement system.

b/ Administrative expenses and (for OASDI) payments to Railroad
Retirement system.



Table 3

ESTIMATED SHORT—RANGE PROGRESS OF TRUST FUIIDS UNDER PROPOSAL
(in billions)

Fiscal Contribution Other Benefit Other Net Fund at

Year Income Income! Outgo OutgoJ Income End of Year

OASDI Trust Funds

1970 $33.14 $1.8 $28.1 $1.2 $6.0 $37.8

1971 314.7 2.1 32.2 1.3 3.14 141.2

1972 37.0 2.3 33.9 i.14 14.0 145.3

1973 140.8 2.6 35.1 1.14 6.9 52.1

1970 $14. $.8 $5.2 .l $.2 $2.2

1971 6.0 1.1 6.2 .1 .7 2.9

1972 7.8 .9 7.3 .1 1.2 14.2

1973 8.6 1.0 8.5 .1 1.0 5.2

a! Interest income, payments from General Fund for noninsured persons
and military service wage credits, and (for HI) payments from
Railroad Retirement system.

b/ Administrative expenses and (for OASDI) payments to Railroad

Retirement system.
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ADMINISTRATION'S SOCIAL SECURITY BILL
INTRODUCED IN CONGRESS

To Administrative, Supervisory,
and Technical Employees

On October 1, Representative Gerald R. Ford (R., Mich.) introduced
a bill, H. R. 14080, which incorporates President NixOn's recommenda-
tions for social security legislation, including a benefit increase
effective for March 1970. Representative John W. Byrnes (R., Wis.).
ranking minority member on the House Ways and Means Committee,
introduced H. R. 14081, which is identical to H. R. 14080 except that
the benefit increase would be effective for January 1970. Enclosed is
a summary of the provisions of H. R. 14080. Also enclosed are tables
showing the effect of the 10-percent benefit increase on average monthly
family benefits, the progress of the cash benefit trust funds for calendar
years 1970-1973, and first-year benefit costs and number of people
affected under each provision.

Hearings on the bills by the Ways and Means Committee of the House
of Representatives will begin on October 15.

Enclosures

Robert M. Ball
Commissioner

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION



Suimnary of the Social Security Amendments of 1969

Across-the-Board Benefit Increase

Under H.R. lti080, benefits would be increased across the board by

10 percent, with a minimum benefit of $61 instead of the present

$55. The maximum retirement benefit for a worker alone would be

increased from the present $218 to $250. Maximum fairLily benefits

payable for the ftture would range from $91.50 to $11.80 a month

compared with the present range of $82.50 to $11.311..11.0. The general

benefit increase would be effective with benefits for March 1970,

payable in April.

The special payments for certain people age 72 and over who either

have not worked at all under social security or have not worked in

covered employment long enough to meet the regular insured status

requirements would also be increased by 10 percent-—from $11.0 for an

individual and $60 for a couple to $1111. and $66, respectively.

An estimated 25.5 million beneficiaries in current payment status on

March 31, 1970, would get increased benefits. An additional 12,000

people age 72 and over who cannot get special payments under present

law could get such payments for March 1970. Additional payments in

the first 12 months would total $2.8 billion.

Automatic Adjustment of Benefits

The bill provides for automatic cost-of-living increases in social

security cash benefits. On or before December 1 of each year the

Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare would determine whether

a cost—of—living increase in benefits is required, and, if so, would

publish this fact in the Federal Register together with the percentage

increase and a revision of the benefit table showing the increased

benefit amounts payable. All people on the benefit rolls and all

people who come on the benefit rolls in the future would get the

higher benefits.

The calculation of the increase in the cost of living would be

based on the Consumer Price Index prepared by the Department of

Labor. Under the f:Lrst such calculation, the monthly average of

the Consumer Price Index for the third calendar quarter of 1970

would be compared with the monthly average of the Consumer Price

Index for the third calendar quarter of 1969. If the monthly

average of the Consumer Price Index for the third calendar quarter
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of 1970 exceeded the monthly average of the Consumer Price Index
for the third calendar quarter of 1969 by at least 3 percent,
monthly benefits for people who are then, and who later become,
entitled to benefits would be increased, effective with benefits
for January 1971, by the percentage increase (rounded to the
nearest one-tenth of one percent) by which the Consumer Price
Index had increased. Lump-sum death payments would be increased
for deaths occurring after December 1970.

A similar calculation would be made in each subsequent calendar
year, with the monthly average of the Consumer Price Index for
the third quarter of that year being compared with the average
of the Consumer Price Index for the third quarter of the most
recent year that necessitated a cost—of-living increase.

Increase in Earnings Counted for Benefit and Contribution Purposes

The bill also would provide for an increase in the contribution and
benefit base--the amount of annual earnings that is subject to social
security contributions and creditable toward social security benefits.
The base would be increased from the present $7800 to $9000, effective
on January 1, 1972.

In addition, the contribution and benefit base would be automatically
adjusted to future increases in average wage levels beginning with
l971... On or before October 1 of 1972, and of each even-numbered year
thereafter, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare would
determine, and publish in the Federal Register, the contribution and
benefit base for the two calendar years beginning January 1 of the
next even-numbered year. The base for a particular year is to be
the product of $9000 and the ratio of (A) the average covered wages
of all persons for whom taxable wages were reported for the first
calendar quarter of the year in which the determination is being
made to (B) the average covered wages of all persons for whom
taxable wages were reported for the first calendar quarter of 1971.
That product, if not a multiple of $600, is to be rounded to the
nearest multiple of $600.

Retirement Test Changes

For earnings above the retirement test exempt amount, which would
be raised to $1800, the bill would replace the present provisions
(a $1 reduction in benefits for each $2 of earnings between $1680
and $2880, and a dollar-for-dollar reduction for earnings above
$2880) with a provision for reduction in benefits of $1 (for each
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$2 of all earnings in excess of the $1800 exempt amount. (The

presen]J40 monthly earnings test would be increased to $150 so
it would continue to be 1/12th of the annual exempt amount.)

The bill provides for automatic upward adjustment of the annual

exempt amount (and the monthly test) in relation to future increases

in earnings levels.

The bill also provides that in the year a beneficiary reaches age 72

earnings beginning with the month in which he reaches age 72 would no

longer be included in computing the amount of his annual earnings to

determine whether any benefits are to be withheld for months before

he reached age 72.

The changes in the retirement test would become effective generally

on January 1, 1971.

Under these changes in the retirement test, about $330 million in

additional benefits would be paid for months in 1971. About

1.1 million people would get these additional payments. Of this

number, some 300,000 people could not, under present law, get any

benefits for months in 1971.

Age-62 Computation Point for Men

Under the bill, the number of years over which a mants average

monthly earnings (on which his benefits are based) and his
eligibility for benefits are determined will be figured up to

age 62 (as it now is for women), rather than up to age 65 as

under present law. Thus up to three more years of low earnings
would be omitted from the computation of his retirement benefit.
As a result, the treatment of men and women workers under the
benefit provisions would be the same, and the retirement benefits
payable to men, the benefits payable to their wives, and the
benefits payable to survivors of men who live beyond age 62 would
generally be increased.

The change is effective with benefits for January 1971, and will be

applicable both to people already on the benefit rolls and to those

who will come on in the future. About 5 million people--workers,

dependents, and survivors--in current-payment status at the end of

January 1971 would have their benefits increased because of the

change in computing the average monthly wage. In addition, about

100,000 people--75,000 men age 62 and over and 25,000 dependents--

would become newly eligible for benefits because of the liberalized

insured—status requirement for men age 62 and over. Additional

benefit payments in the first 12 months are estimated at $380 million.
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Increase in Widow's Insurance Benefits

Under the bill, benefits for widows (and widowers) who came on the
benefit rolls after age 62, and those who come on in the future after
that age, would be increased. For a widow or widower becoming
entitled to benefits at or after age 65, the benefit would be equal
to 100 percent of the amount of the spouse's benefit at age 65, rather
than 82 1/2 percent as under present law. For widows and widowers
coming on the rolls between ages 62 and 65, benefit amounts would
range from the 82 1/2 percent payable at age 62 (under present law
and under the bill) to the 100 percent payable at age 65 under the
bill. For example, the benefit amount for a widow becoming entitled
to widow's benefits at age 63 would be 88 1/3 percent of her husband's
age-65 benefit; for a widow becoming entitled at age 64, the amount
would be equal to 94 1/6 percent of her husband's benefit. The
increase in widow's and widower's benefits would become effective
with benefits payable for January 1971.

An estimated 2.7' million widows and widowers would have their
benefits increased; on the average, the increase would amount to
$17. Additional benefit payments under this provision in the
first 12 months are estimated at $580 million.

Parents' Insurance Benefits

The bill would provide for the payment of benefits to aged dependent
parents of retired and disabled workers, effective for January 1971.
Such benefits are now provided for dependent parents of deceased
workers. The benefits for the dependent parent of a retired or
disabled individual would be equal to 50 percent of that individual's
benefit, except that it would be actuarially reduced if taken before
age 6. The benefit for a parent of a deceased worker would continue
as in present law to be 82 1/2 percent of the worker's benefit if
there is one parent and 75 percent each if there are two.

An estimated 25,000 people would be irmnediately eligible for benefits
under the provision, and additional benefit payments in the first 12
months would be $20 million.

Child's Insurance Benefits Based on Disability

Under the bill, childhood disability benefits would be provided for
a son or daughter of an insured deceased, disabled, or retired worker
if the son or daughter became totally disabled after age 18 and
before reaching age 22, and continues to be totally disabled. Under
present law, a person must have been totally disabled since before
age 18 to qualify for childhood disability benefits. This change
would be applicable to monthly benefits effective for January 1971.

An estimated 13,000 people would become iimnediately eligible for
benefits; additional benefit payments in the first 12 months would
be $10 million.
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Wage Credits for Members of the Uniformed Services

The bill would provide noncontributory earnings credits of $300 for

each calendar quarter of military service after December 1956 and

before January 1968. These credits, designed to give social security

credit for wages-in-kind received by servicemen, would supplement
credit for military service basic pay, which has been subject to
contributory social security coverage since January 1, 1957. Present

law provides simila:r noncontributory wage credits for military service
after 1961 and $160-a-month noncontributory wage credit for service

from September l91.i0 through December 1956. The new wage credits,

like the previously provided noncontributory wage credits, would be

financed from general revenues. The new credits would be used in

computing monthly benefits for months after December 1910 and
lump-sum death payments in the case of deaths after 1910.

As a result of this provision, about 150,000 beneficiaries on the
rolls in January 1971 will have their benefits increased; an
estimated $30 million in additional benefit payments would be paid

in the first 12 months of operation.

Financing

Under the most recent of the periodic actuarial reevaluations of
the cash benefits part of the social security program, income over
the long-range futu:re is expected to exceed outgo by 1.16 percent
of taxable payroll. The excess of income over outgo, as shown in
the last preceding evaluation, was 0.53 percent of taxable payroll.
The larger excess expected under the most recent estimates results
from taking into account 1969 (as against 1968) earnings levels,
the higher interest rates now being earned by the trust funds, and
increased labor-force participation of both men and women.

Preliminary results of the latest reevaluation of the hospital
insurance program indicate that the income of the program over
the long range will be less than outgo by 0.77 percent of taxable
payroll.

A large part of the cost of the proposed improvements in the cash
benefits program will be covered by the long—range excess of income
over outgo in that part of the social security program. The proposed
increase in the contribution and benefit base to $9000 will also help
to meet part of the cost of the improvements, since income from the
increase in the base will exceed the cost of the additional benefits
that will be paid on earnings above the present $7800 ceiling.

Automatic increases in the contribution and benefit base in line
with increases in wage levels will provide additional income
sufficient to meet fully the cost of the additional benefit pay-
ments that will result from automatic adjustment of benefits in
line th increases in the cost of living and from automatic
adjustment of the retirement test.
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The bill would increase the percentage of taxable wages appropriated
to the disability insurance trust fund (now 0.95 of one percent of
payroll) to 1.05 percent, and would increase the percentage of income
from self-employment appropriated to the disability insurance trust
fund (now 0.7125 of one percent) to 0.7875 of one percent, effective
for 1970. The increase in the allocation of contribution income to
the disability insurance trust fund is needed to meet the cost to
that trust fund of the 10-percent benefit increase.

In sunnuary, the cash benefits part; of the social security program,
with the recoimnended improvements, will be adequately financed; and,
in fact, the rate increases scheduled in present law for the cash
benefits part of the program can be put into effect considerably
later than scheduled in present law.

The contribution rate for cash benefits, now scheduled to rise to
5 percent each for employees and employers in 1973 and thereafter,
would not reach 5 percent under the bill until 1987. The delay in
the scheduled increases in the contribution rate for cash benefits
will prevent unnecessary, large-scale increases in the cash benefits
trust funds. Under the bill, the actuarial balance of the cash
benefits program would be -0.09 percent of taxable payroll.

The contribution rates for hospital insurance would rise under the
bill from 0.6 percent each for employees and employers to 0.9 percent
each in 1971 and thereafter, as against rising to the 0.9 level in
1987 and thereafter as under present law. The revision in the
contribution rates scheduled for hospital insurance and the increases
in the contribution and benefit base to $9000 in 1972, with automatic
adjustment thereafter, will leave the hospital insurance trust fund
with an actuarial balance of 0.06 percent of payroll under the bill,
as against a minus balance of 0.77 percent under present law.

Under the proposed revisions in the contribution rate schedules, the
employee and employer contribution rates for cash benefits plus
hospital insurance will be lower than in present law for 1971 through
1976 and will be the same as in present law for 1977 and thereafter.
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The contribution rate schedules under present law and the bill are

shown in the following table.

Contribution Rates for iployees and Thiployers, Each,
unde:r Present Law and under Proposal

Present Law Proposal
Cash Hospital Cash Hospital

Year Benefits Insurance Tptal BenefitS Insurance Total

1970 1i..20% 0.60% 4.80% 4.20% 0.60% 4.80%

1971—12 4.60 0.60 5.20 4.20 0.90 5.10

1973—74 5.00 0.65 5.65 4.20 0.90 5.10

1975 5.00 0.65 5.65 4.60 0.90 5.50

1976 5.00 0.70 5.70 4.60 0.90 5.50

1977—79 5.00 0.70 5.70 4.80 0.90 5.70

1980-86 5.00 0.80 5.80 4.90 0.90 5.80

1987 and 5.00 0.90 5.90 5.00 0.90 5.90

after

Contribution Rates for the Se1f-np1oyed
under Present Law and under Proposal

Present Law Proposal
Cash Hospital Cash Hospital

Year Benefits Insurance Total Benefits Insurance Total

1970 6.30% 0.60% 6.90% 6.30% o.6o% 6.90%

1971-72 6.90 0.60 7.50 6.30 0.90 7.20

1973-74 7.00 0.65 7.65 6.30 0.90 7.20

1975 7.00 o.6 7.65 6.90 0.90 7.80

1976 7.00 0.70 7.70 6.90 0.90 7.80

1971—79 7.00 0.70 7.70 7.00 0.90 7.90

1980-86 7.00 0.80 7.80 7.00 0.90 7.90

1987 and 7.00 0,90 7.90 7.00 0.90 7.90

after





Attachment A

OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, A1\JD DISABILITY INSURANCE

Administration Proposal--}{.R. i.o8o

Estimated effect of the 10-percent benefit increase on monthly benefits
in current-payment status, March 31, 1970

Monthly amount under...

Category
Present Proposed

law benefit increase

Monthly rate in current-payment status for
all OASDI beneficiaries (in millions) $2,180 $2,laO

Selected average monthly amounts

1. Average monthly family benefits:

Retired worker alone (no dependents
receiving benefits) $ 97 $107

Retired worker and aged wife, both
receivingbenefits 170 188

Disabled worker alone (no dependents
receivingbenefits) 111 122

Disabled worker, wife, and 1 or more
children 237 261

Aged widowalone 1/ 88 97
Widowed mother and 2 children 25.i- 280

2. Average monthly individual benefits:

All retired workers (with or without
dependents also receiving benefits)... 101 111

All disabled workers (with or without
dependents also receiving benefits)... 113 124

ccludes widows entitled to disabled widow's benefits.

Office of the Actuary- -Baltimore
October 1, 1969



Attachment B

OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSURANCE

Administration Proposal--H.R. 114.080

Progress of the OASI and DI trust funds, combined,
under present law and under the system as modified

by the Administration proposal,
calendar years 1970-73

(In billions)

Calendar
year

Income Outgo

Present law Proposal i/

-

Present law Proposal

1970

1971

1972

1973

$35.8

14i.o

)4i.o

50.0

$35.8

37.7

).a.6

411..14.

$29.0

30.2

3l.14

32.5

$31.1

3)4..4

35.9

37.2

Calendar
year

Net increase in funds Assets, end of year

Present law Proposal Present law Proposal

1970

1971

1972

1973

$6.8

10.8

12.6

17.4

$14..6

3.3

5.7

7.2

$li.o.9

51.6

64.2

81.6

$38.7

)i.2.0

47.7

54.8

i/ Assumes no automatic increase in benefit rates under the cost-of-living
provision.

Office of the Actuary- -Baltimore

October 1, 1969



OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSURANCE ATTACHMENT C

ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL — H.R. 14080
First-year benefit costs, number of persons affected, and effective dates, by provision

.

Provision
Effective

manth

Ad

.in

ditional benefit
payments

.first 12 months
(in millions)

Present-law
beneficiaries

.immediately affected'
(in thousands)

eligible
persons 2

(in thousands)

10% benefit increase March 1970 $2,810 25,500

800

12

300
Modified retirement test4 January 1971 330

5,000 100
Age 62 computation point January 1971 380

2,700
100% of PtA for widows January 1971

25
Parents of retired or disabled workers January 1971 20

— 13
Children disabled at ages 18—21 January 1971

150 —
Noncontributory credits for military service after 1956 January 1971 30

Present-law beneficiaries whose benefit for the effective month would be increased under the provision.

2 Persons who cannot receive a benefit under present law for the effective month, but who would receive a benefit for such month under the provision.

Noninsured persons aged 72 and over.

Additional benefit payments represent benefits for months in calendar year 1971. Some 800,000 persons who will receive some benefits for months in

1971 under present law would receive additional benefits under the provision; about 300,000 persons who will receive no benefits for months in 1971

under present law would receive some benefits under the provision.

NOTE. —— The above figures are not additive because the time periods are not uniform and because a person may be affected by more than one

provision.

OFFICE OF THE ACTUARY —— BALTIMORE
OCTOBER 1, 969
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MESSAGE ON SOCIAL SECURITY

THE WHITE HOUSE

To the Congress of the United States:
This Nation must not break faith with those Americans who have

a right to expect. that Social Security payments will protect them and
their families.

The impact of an inflation now in its fourth year has undermined
the value of every Social Security check and requires that we once
again increase the benefits to help those among the most severely vic-
timized by the rising cost of living.

I request that the Congress remedy the real losses to those who now
receive. Social Secur:ity benefits by increasing payments by 10 percent.

Beyond that step to set right today's inequity, I propose that the
Congress make certain once and for all that the retired, the disabled
and the dependent never again bear the brunt of inflation. The way to
prevent future unfairmess is to attach the benefit schedule to the cost
of living.

This will instill new security in Social Security. This will provide
peace of mind to those concerned with their retirement years, and to
their dependents.

By acting to raise benefits now to meet the rise in the cost of living,
we keep faith with today's recipients. By acting to make future benefit
raises automatic with rises in the cost of living, we remove questions
about future years; we do much to remove this system from biennial
politics; and we make fair treatment of beneficiaries a matter of cer-
tainty rather than a matter of hope.

In the 34 years since the Social Security program was first estab-
lished, it has become a central part of life for a growing number of
Americans. Today approximately 25 million people are receiving cash
payments from this source. Three-quarters of the.se are older Ameri-
cans; the Social Security check generally represents the greater part
of total income. Millions of younger people receive benefits under the
disability or survivor provisions of Social Security.

Almost all Americans have a stake in the soundness of the Social
Security system. Some 92 million workers are contributing to Social
Security this year. About 80 percent of Americans of working age are
protected by disability insurance and 95 percent of children and
mothers have survivorship insurance protection. Because the Social
Security program is an essential part of life for so many Americans,
we must continually reexamine the program and be prepared to make
improvements.

Aiding in this administration's review and evaluation is the Ad-
visory Council on Social Security which the Secretary of I-Iealth,
Education, and Welfare appointed in May. For example, I will look
to this Council for recommendations in regard to working women;
changing work patterns and the increased contributions of working

(1)
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women to the system may make present law unfair to them. The rec-
ommendations of this Council and of other advisers, both within the
Government and outside of it, will be important to our planning. As
I indicated in my message to the Congress on April 14, improvement
in the Social Security program is a major objective of this administra-
tion.

There are certain changes in the Social Security program, however,
for which the need is so clear that they should be made without await-
ing the findings of the Advisory Council. The purpose of this message
is to recommend such changes.

I propose an across-the-board increase of 10 percent in social se-
curity benefits, effective with checks mailed in April 1970, to make
np for z'nereases in the cost of living.

I propose that future benefits in the social security system be auto-
'inatically adjusted to account for increases in the cost of living.

I propose an increase from $1,680 to $1,800 in the amount benefici-
aries can earn annually without reduction of their benefits, effective
January 1, 1971.

I propose to eliminate the $1-f or-$1 reduction in benefit8 for income
earned in excess of 82.880 a year and replace by a $1 reduction in
benefits for every $2 earned, which now applies at earnings levels
between $1.680 and $2,880, also effective January 1, 1971.

I propose to increase the contribution and benefit base from $7,800
to $9,000, beginning in 1972, to strengthen the system, to help keep
future benefits to the individual related to the growth of his wages,
and to meet part of the cost of the improved program. From then on,
the base will automatically be adjusted to reflect wage increases.

I propose a series of additional reforms to insure more equitable
treatment for widows, recipients above age 72, veterans, for persons
disabled in childhood and for the dependent parents of disabled and
retired workers.

I emphasize that the suggested changes are only first steps, and
that further recommendations will come from our review process.

The social security system needs adjustment now so it will better
serve people receiving benefits today, and those corrections are rec-
ommended in this message. The system is also in need of long-range
reform, to make it better serve those who contribute now for benefits
in future years, and that will be the subject of later recommendations.

THE BENEFIT INCREASE

With the increase of 10 percent, the average family benefit for an
aged couple, both receiving benefits, would rise from $170 to $188 a
month. Furt.her indication of the impact of a 10 percent increase on
monthly benefit.s can be seen in the following table:

Present New Present New
minimum minimum maximum maximum

Single person (a man retiring stage 65 in 1970) $55.00 $61.00 $165.00 $181.50
Married coap!e(husband retiring at age 65 ix 1970) 82.50 91.50 247.50 272.30

The proposed benefit increases will raise the income of more than 25
million persons who will be on the Social Security rolls in April 1970.
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Total budget outlays for the first full calendar year in which the in-
crease is effective will be approximately $3 billion.

AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENTS

Benefits will be adjusted automatically to reflect increases in the
cost of living. The uncertainty of adjustment under present laws and
the delay often encountered when the needs are already apJarent is
unnecessarily harsh to those who must depend on Social Security bene-
fits to live. .

Benefits that automatically increase with rising living costs can be
funded without increasing social Security tax rates so long as the
amount of earnings subject to tax reflects the rising level of wages.
Therefore, I propose that the wage base be automatically adjusted so
that it corresponds to increases in earnings levels.

These automatic adjustments are interrelated and should be enacted
as a package. Taken together they will depoliticize, to a certain ex-
tent, the Social Security system and give a greater stability to what has
become a cornerstone of our society's social insurance system.

REFORMING THE SYSTEM

I propose a series of reforms in present Social Security law to achieve
new standards of fairness. These would provide:

1. An increase in benefits to a widow who begins receiving her bene-
fit at age 65 or later. The benefit would increase the current 82½
percent of her husband's benefit to a full 100 percent. This increased
benefit to widows would fulfill a pledge I made a year ago. It would
provide an average increase of $17 a month to almost 3 million
widows.

2. Noncontributory earnings credits of about $100 a month for mili-
tary service from January 1957 to December 1967. During that period,
individuals in military service were covered under Social Security but
credit was not then given for wages in kind—room and board, etc. A
law passed in 1967 corrected this for the future, but the men who
served from 1957 (when coverage began for servicemen) to 1967
should not be overlooked.

3. Benefits for the aged parents of retired and disabled workers.
Under present law, benefits are payable only to the dependent parents
of a worker who has died; we would extend this to parents of workers
who are disabled or who retire.

4. Child's insurance benefits for life if a child becomes permanently
disabled before age 22. Under present law, a person must have become
disabled before age 18 to qualify for these benefits. The proposal
would be consistent with the payment of child's benefit to age 22 so
long as the child is in school.

5. Benefits in full paid to persons over 7., regardless of the amount
of his earnings in the year he attains that age.—Under present law,
he is bound by often confusing tests which may limit his exemption.

6. A fairer means of determining benefits payable on a man's earn-
ings reeorci.—At present, men who retire at age 62 must compute their
average earnings through 3 years of no earnings up to age 65, thus
lowering the retirement benefit excessively. Under this proposal, only
the years up to age. 62 would be counted, just a.s is now done for women,
and 3 higher-earning years could be substituted for low-earning years.
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CHANGES IN THE RETIREMENT TEST

A feature of the present social security law that has drawn much
criticism is the so-called "retirement test." a provisipn which 1 units
the amount that a beneficiary can earn and still receive full benefits.
I have been much concerned about this provision, particularly about
it.s effects on incentives to work. The present retirement test actually
penalizes social security beneficiaries for doing additional work or
taking a job at higher pay. This is wrong.

In my view, many older people should be encouraged to work. Not
only are they provided with added income, but the country retains the
benefit of their skills and wisdom; they, in turn, have the feeling of
usefulness and participation which employment can provide.

This is why I am recommending changes in the retirement test.
Raising the amount of money a person can earn in a year without
affecting his social security payments—from the present $1,680 to
$l,800—is an important first step. But under the approach used in the
present retirement test, people who earned more than the exempt
amount of $1,680, plus $1,200, would continue to have $1 in social
security benefits withheld for every $1 they received in earnings. A
necessary second step is to eliminate from present law the requirement
that when earnings reach $1,200 above, the exempt amount, social se-
curity benefits will be reduced by a full dollar for every dollar of
added earnings until all his benefits are withheld: in effect, we impose
a tax of more tha.n 100 percent on these earnings.

To avoid this, I would eliminate this $1 reduction for each $1 earned
and replace it with the same $1 reduction for each $2 earned above
3,000. This change will reduce a disincentive, to increased employ-
ment that arises under the retirement test in its present form.

The amount a retired person can earn and still receive his benefits
should also increase automatically with the earnings level. It is sound
policy to keep the exempt amount related to changes in the general level
of earnings.

These alterations in the retirement, test would result in added bene-
fit payments of some $300 million in the first, full calendar year.
Approximately 1 niillion people would receive, this money—some who
are now receiving no benefits at all and some who now receive, benefits
but who would get more under this new arrangement. These su'ges-
fions are not by any means the solution to all the problems of the
retirement. test, however, and I am asking the advisory council on
social security to give part.jcu]ar attention to this matter.

CONTPJBTJTION AX]) BENEFIt' BASE

The contribution and benefit base—the annual earnings on which
social security contributions are paid and that can be counted toward
social security benefits—has been increased several times since the so-
cial security program began. The. further increase I am recommend-
ing—from its present level of $7,800 to 9M00 beginning January 1.
l92—will produce approximately the. same relationship between the
base and general earnings levels as that of the early 1950's. This is
important since the goal of social security is the replacement, in part,
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of lost. earnings; if the base oii winch contributions and benefits are
figured (Ices not rise with earnings increases, then the benefits deteri-
orate. The future benefit increases that will result from the higher base
I am recommending today w-ould help to prevent such deterioration.
These increases would, of course, be in addition to those which result.
from the 10-percent across-the-board increase in benefits that is in-
tended to bring them into line with the cost of living.

FINANCING

I recommend an acceleration of the tax rate scheduled for hos-
pital insurance to bring the hospital insurance trust fund into actu-
arial balance. I also propose to decelerate the rate schedule of the old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance trust funds in current law.
These funds, taken together, have a long-range surplus of income over
outgo, which will meet much of the cost. The combined rate, known
as the social security contribution, already scheduled by statute, will
he decreased from. 1971 through 1976. Thus, in 1971 the current
scheduled rate. of 5.2 percent to be paid by employees would become
5.1 percent, and lflL 1973 the current scheduled rate of 5.65 percent
would become 5.1 percent. The actuarial integrity of the two funds
will be maintained, and the ultimate tax rates will not be changed
in the rate schedules which will be proposed.

The voluntary supplementary medical insurance (SMI) of title
XVIII of the Social Securit.y Act, often referred to as part B medi-
care coverage, is not adequately financed with the current $4 premium.
Our preliminary st.u.dies indicate that there will have to be a substan-
tial increase in the premium. The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare will set the premium rate in December for the fiscal year
beginning July 1970, as he is required to do by statute.

To meet the rising costs of health care in the United States, this
administration will soon forward a health cost control proposal to
the Congress. Other administrative measures are already being taken
to hold down spiraling medical expenses.

In the coming months, this administration will give careful study
to ways in which we can further improve the social security program.
The program is an established and important American institution,
a foundation on which millions are able to build a more comfortable
life than would otherwise •be possible—after their retirement or in
the event of disability or death of the family earner.

The recommendations I propose today, which I urge the Congress
to adopt, will move the cause of social security forward on a broad
front.

We will bring benefit payments up to date.
We will make sure that benefit payments stay up to date, auto-

matically tied to the cost of living.
We will begin making basic reforms in the system to remove in-

equities and bring a new standard of fairness in the treatment of all
Americans in the system.

And we will lay the groundwork for further study and improve-
ment of a system that has served the country well and must serve f u-
ture generations more fairly and more responsively.

RICHARD NIXON.

TI-TE WHITE HOUSE,
Septen?ber . 196.9.



LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,

Washington, D.C., September 30,c 1969.
Hon. JOHN W. MCCORMACK, Hon. Sprio T. AGNEW,
Speaker of the House of President of the Senate,

Representatives, Washington, D.C.
Washington, D.C. DEAR MR. PRESIDENT:
DEAR MR. SPEAKER:

I am transmitting with this letter draft legislation to amend the
social security program. Also enclosed are a summary and a section-
by-section analysis of the draft bill. This draft is designed to carry
out the recommendations made in the President's message on social
security of September 25, 1969.

The proposed legislation calls for an across-the-board increase of
10 percent in social security payments, effective March 1970, to make
up for increases in the cost of living since Congress last raised the
benefits. The legislation also :provides for subsequent automatic in-
creases in benefits based upon increases in the cost of living. Other
provisions would substantially revise the retirement test, increase
the earnings base to $9,000 per year and increase it automatically
thereafter, increase the benefits payable to widows and dependent
widowers who begin drawing benefits at age 65 or later from 821/2
percent of the deceased worker's benefit to 100 percent of that amount,
make aged dependent parents of retired and disabled workers eligible
for benefits and liberalize the provisions for determining the in-
sured status and benefit computation for men.

We urge that early and favorable consideration be given to the
enactment of this bill, and we would appreciate your forwarding
the proposed legislation to the appropriate committee.

The Bureau of the Budget advises the enactment of this bill would
be in accord with the program of the President.

Sincerely,
ROBERT H. FINCH, Secretarq.
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SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED SOCIAL SECURITY
AMENDMENTS OF 1969

Benefit increase
The bill provides for a 10-percent across-the-board increase in cash

social security benefits, effective March 1970 and payable in April 1970.
Under the proposal, an automatic increase in benefits is provided in

the event of tuture increases in the cost of living. Whenever the Con-
sumer Price Index prepared by the Department of Labor rises by at
least 3 percent, benefits will be increased by that percent. These auto-
matic increases would not be made more often than once a year.

Certain people age 72 and over would receive a 10-percent increase
in the special amount that is paid them. These individuals are not
now insured under the regular social security cash benefits program.
The increase would be effective for March 1970.

The bill changes the present method of determining eligibility for
benefits and benefit amounts based on a man's earnings record, making
it similar to that now in use for women.

Average monthly earnings for a man—and it is on this average that
the monthly benefits are based—are now determined over a period
equal to the number of years up to age 65, while for women they are
figured over a period equal to the number of years up to age 62. The
result of this difference is generally that a man's retirement benefit
amount is lower than that of a woman with exactly the same earnings
record. Under the bill, this difference would be eliminated. As a re-
sult, the treatment of men and women workers under the benefit pro-
visions would be the same, and the retirement benefits payable to
men, the benefits payable to their wives, and the benefits payable to
survivors of men who live beyond age 62 would be increased.

Widows and widowers
The bill provides benefits for a widow at age 65 equal to 100 percent

of the amount her husband would have received at age 65, rather than
82½ percent as under present law. Benefits for widows aged 62—64
would be graded down according to the age of the widow at the time
she first gets benefits; a widow coming on the rolls at age 62 would re-
recive 821,/2 percent of the husband's benefit, as she does under present
law. This provision would be effective with benefits for January 1971.

Contribution and benefit base
The bill provides for an increase in the contribution and benefit

base (that is, the amount of annual earnings 'that may be counted for
social security purposes) from the present $7,800 per year to $9,000
per year. This provision becomes effective on January 1, 1972.

The bill provides also for automatic adjustment of the contribution
and benefit base to future increases in wage levels, beginning with 1974.
The adjustments of the base could not be made more frequently than
every second year.

(7)
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J?etiremen t test
Under this legislation, there would be four significant changes

in the social security retirement test, liberalizing that test as follows:
Under present law, full social security benefits are payable to a bene-
ficiary whose earnings do not exceed $1,680 for a year. If he has earn-
ings of more than $1,680, $1 in benefits is withheld for each $2 between
$1,680 and $2,880, but there is a dollar-for-dollar reduction for earnings
above $2,880. (However, benefits are not withheld for a month if wages
are not more than $140 and substantial services are not rendered in
self-employment.)

The proposal is to:
(a) Increase the annual exempt amount from $1,680 to $1,800

(and the monthlv earnings test from $140 to $150)
(b) Provide for reduction in benefits of $1 for each $2 of all

earnings in excess of the exempt amount of $1,800;
(e) Provide for automatic upward adjustment of the annual

exempt amount (and the monthly test) in relation to future in-
creases in earnings levels;

(d) Provide that in 'the year a beneficiary reaches age 72 earn-
ings beginning with the month he attains age 72 would be dis-
regarded in computing the amount of annual earnings for retire-
ment test purposes. The annual exempt amount and the $1-for-$2
adjustment would apply to his earnings in the year up to the
month in which he attains age 72. (Under present law, earnings
after the month a. beneficiary attains age 72. but in the same year,
must. be included in determining whether any benefits are. to be
withheld for months before attainment of age 72.)

The changes in the retirement test would become effective generally
on January 1, 1971.
Parent'. benefits

The bill provides benefits for the dependent aged parents of retired
or disabled workers. TJnder present law-, benefits are provided onlyfor the dependent parents of deceased workers. The benefit amounts
for the l)arent of a living worker would be equal to 50 percent of the
worker's primary insurance amount (like a husband's or wife's benefit
under present law), actuarially reduced if taken at age 62—65. The
benefit amount. for Parents of deceased workers would continue to be
821/9 l)ercelit of the primary insurance amount, or 75 percent of that
amount, depending on whether one or more parents were entitled tobenefits.
C/nldIlOO7 disabilitij benefits

The bill Provides childhood disability benefits for a disabled son ordaughter of an insured deceased, disabled, or retired worker if the
son or daughter became totally disabled after age 18 and before reach-
ing age. 22. Under present law, a person must have become totally clis-
abled before age 18 to qualify for childhood disability benefits.
}llilitary scrr7ee credits

The bill provides noncontributary wage credits ($100 for each monthof military service) for individuals who served on active duty in themilitary services from January 1957 through December 1967. Thesecredits, reflecting wages-in-kind received by servicemen, would be in
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addition to credits for service basic pay, which has been subject to
contributory coverage since January 1, 1957. Present law provides sim-
ilar $100-a-month noncontnbutory credits for military service after
1967, and $160-a-month noncontributory credits for service from Sep-
teinber 1940 through December 1956.

Fi'nancing
Under the most recent of the periodic actuarial reevaluations of the

cash benefits part of the social security program, income over the long-
range future exceeds long-range outgo by 1.16 percent of taxable pay-
roll. The excess of long-range income over outgo as shown in the last
preceding evaluation was 0.53 percent of taxable payroll. The larger
excess shown in the most recent estimates results from taking into ac-
count 1969 (as against 1968) earnings levels, the higher interest rates
now being earned by the trust funds, and increased labor-force par-
ticipation of both men and women. Preliminary results of the latest
reevaluation of the hospital insurance program indicate that the long-
range income of the program will be less than long-range outgo by
0.77 percent of taxable payroll.

A large part of the cost of the proposed improvement in the cash
benefits program will be covered by the long-range excess of income
over outgo in that part of the social security program. The proposed
increase in the contribution and benefit base to $9,000 will also hell)
to meet part of the cost of the improvements, since income from the
increase in the base will exceed the cost of the additional benefits that
will be paid on ear:aings above the present $7,800 ceiling.

Automatic increases in the contribution and benefit base in line with
increases in wage levels will provide additional income sufficient to
meet fully the cost of the additional benefit payments that will result
from automatic adjustment of benefits in line with increases in the
cost of living and from automatic adjustment of the retirement test.
In summary, the cash benefits part of the social security program, with
the recommended improvements, will be adequately financed; and, in
fact, the rate increases scheduled in present law for the cash benefits
part of the program can be put into effect considerably later than sched-
uled in present law.

The contribution rate for cash 'benefits, now scheduled to rise to 5
percent each for employees and employers in 1973 and thereafter,.
would not reach 5 percent under the bill until 1987. The delay in the
scheduled increases in the contribution rates for cash benefits will pre-
vent unnecessary, large-scale increases in the cash benefits trust funds.

The contribution rates for hospital insurance would rise under the
bill from 0.6 percent each for employees and employers to 0.9 percent
each in 1971 and thereafter, as against rising to the 0.9 level in 1987
and thereafter as under present law. The revision in the contribution
rates scheduled for hospital insurance and the increases in the con-
tribution and benefit base to $9,000 in 1972, with automatic adjustment
thereafter, will leave the hospital insurance trust fund with an ac-
tuarial balance of 0.06 percent of payroll under the bill, as against a
minus balance of 0.77 percent under present law.

Under the proposed revisions in the contribution rate schedules, the
combined rates for cash benefits and hospital insurance will be lower
than in present law for 1971 through 1976 and will be the same as in
present law for 1977 and thereafter.
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The contribution rate schedules under present law and the bill ate
shown in the following table.
CONTRIBUTION RATES FOR EMPLOYEES AND EMPLOYERS, EACH, UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER PROPOSAL

Present law

Cash
benefits

Hospital
insurance Total

Cash
benefits

Hospital
insorance Total

Year:
1970
1971-72

4.20 0.60 4.80 4. 2 0. 60 4. 80

1973—74
4.60 .60 5.20 4.2 .90 5.10

1975
5.00 .65 5.65 4.2 .90 5.10

1976
5.00 .65 5.65 4.6 .90 5,50

1977—79
5.00 . 70 5.70 4.6 .90 5. 50

1980—86
5. 00 .70 5. 70 4. 8 .90 5.70

1987 and after
5.00
5.00

.80

.90
5.80
5.90

4.9
5. 0

.90

.90
5.80
5.90

CONTRIBUTION RATES FOR THE SELF-EMPLOYED UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER PROPOSAL

(In percentj

Present law

Cash Hospital
benefits insurance

Cash Hospital
benefits insuranceTotal

Proposal

Total

Year:
1970
1971—72

6.30 0.60 6.90 6. 30 0.60 6.90
1973-74

6.90 .60 7. 50 6. 30 .90 7.20
1975

7.00 .65 7.65 6.30 .90 7.20
1976

7.00 .65 7.65 6.90 .90 7.80
1977—79

7.00 .70 7. 70 6. 90 .90 7. 80
1980-86

7.00 .70 7. 70 7. 00 .90 7.90
1987 and after

7. 00
7.00

.80
.90

7.80
7.90

7. 00
7.00

.90
.90

7.90
7. 90



SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED
SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1969

Section 1. Short title
This section specifies that the bill may be cited as the "Social Secu-

rity Amendments of 1969".
Section 2. Increase in old-age, survivors, and disability insurance

benefits
This section provides a general benefit increase for current and

future beneficiaries. Benefits are increased across the board by 10 per-
cent, with a minimum benefit of $61 instead of the present $55. The
maximum retirement benefit for a worker alone is increased from the
present $218 to $250. Maximum family benefits payable for the future
will range from $91.50 to $480 a month compared with the present
range of $82.50 to $434.40. The general benefit increase becomes effec-
tive with benefits for March 1970 payable in April.
Section 3. Increase in special payments for certain people age 72 and

over
Under this section there will be a 10-percent increase in the amounts

of benefits payable to certain people age 72 and over who either have
not worked at all under social security or have not worked in covered
employment long enough to meet the regular insured status require-
ments. The increased benefits will be $44 for an individual and $66
for a couple, instead of $40 and $60 as under present law. This increase
becomes effective with benefits for March 1970.
Section 4. Automatic adjustment of benefits

This section provides for automatic cost-of-living increases in social
security cash benefits. The automatic increases in benefits would not
be made more often than once a year.

The calculation of the increase in the cost of living would be based
on the Consumer Price Index prepared by the Department of Labor.
Under the first such calculation, the monthly average of the Consumer
Price Index for the third calendar quarter of 1970 would be compared
with the monthly average of the Consumer Price Index for the third
calendar quarter of 1969. If the monthly average of the Consumer
Price Index for the third calendar quarter of 1970 exceeded the
monthly average of the Consumer Price Index for the third calendar
quarter of 1969 by at least 3 percent, monthly benefits for people who
are then and who later become entitled to benefits would be increased,
effective for benefits paid for January 1971, by the percentage increase
(rounded to thenearest one-tenth of 1 percent) by which the Consumer
Price Index had increased. (Lump-sum death payments would be
increased for deaths occurring after November 1971.)

A similar calculation would be made in each subsequent calendar
year, with the monthly average of the Consumer Price Index for the
third quarter of that year being compared with the average of the

(11)
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Consumer Price Index for the third quarter of the most recent year
that necessitated a cost-of-living increase.

The cost-of-living increases provided by this section would apply
not oniy to individual benefits but also to the maximum family benefit
amounts.
Section 5. Liberal izat/On of the earnings test for retire inent pee rposes

This section makes four changes in the social security retirement
test. Tinder present law, full social security benefits are l)ayable to a
beneficiary under age 72 whose earnings do not exceed $1,680 for a
year. If he has earnings of more than $1,680, $1 in benefits is withheld
for each $2 between $1,680 and $2,880, but there is a dollar-for-dollar
reduction for earnings above $2,880. (However, benefits are not with-
held for a month if in that month the beneficiary's wages are not more
than $140 or substantial services are not rendered in self-employment.)
The bill will:

(a) Increase the annual exempt amount of earnings from S1,680
to $1,800 (and the monthly earnings test from $140 to $150)

(b) Provide for reduction in benefits of $1 for each $2 of all
earnings in excess of the exempt amount of $1,800;

(c) Provide for automatic upward adjustment. of the annual
exempt amount (and the monthly earnings test) in relation to
future increases in average earnings levels;

(d) Provide that in the year a beneficiary reaches age 72 earn-
ings beginning with the month he attains age 72 would not be
considered in computing the amount of annual earnings exempt.
for retirement test purposes. The annual exempt amount and the
$1 for $2 adjustment would apply to his earnings in the year up
to the month in which he attains age 72. (Under present law. earn-
ings after the month a beneficiary attains age 72, but in the same
year, must be included in determining whether an of an individ-
ual's benefits are to be withheld for months in the year before
he attained age 72.)

The changes in the retirement test would become effective generally
on January 1, 1971.
Section 6. Increase in earnings counted for benefit and contribution

purposes
This section provides for an increase in the contribution and benefit.

base—the maximum amount of annual earnings that are subject to
social security contributions and creditable toward social security
benefits. The base would be increased from the present $i.800 to $9,000,
effective on January 1, 1972.
Section 7. Automatic adjustment of the contribution and benefit base

This section provides for automatic adjustments of the contribution
and benefit base to future increases in average wage levels beginning
with 1974. On or before October 1, 1972, and of each even-numbered
year thereafter, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare will
determine and publish in the Federal Register the contribution and
benefit base for the 2 calendar years beginning January 1 of the next.
even-numbered year. The base for a particular year is to be tile product
of $9,000 and the ratio of (A) the average covered wages of all personsfor whom taxable wages were reported for the first calendar quarter
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of the year in which the determination is being made to (B) the aver-
age covered wages of all persons for whom taxable wages were reported
for the first calendar quarter of 1971. That product, if not a multiple
of $600, is to be rounded to the nearest multiple of $600. If the base
so determined is smaller than the base already in effect, the base that
is in effect will continue in effect for 2 more years. The section also
provides formula for determining benefit amounts and maximum
family benefits for average monthly earnings above $750 ($9,000 a
year).
Section 8. Uhan ges in contribution rate

Under this section, the contribution rates for both the cash benefits
and the hospital insurance parts of the program will be revised. The
contribution rate schedules under present law and under the bill are
shown in the following tables.

CONTRIBUTION RATES FOR EMPLOYEES AND EMPLOYERS, EACH, UNDER PRESENT LAW

AND UNDER THE BILL

]Io percent]

Present law Proposal

Cash
beoetits

Hospital
insoraoce Total

Cash
benefits

Hospital
iosuraoce Total

Year:
1970 4. 20 0. 60 4. 80 4. 20 0. 60 4. 80
1971—72 4.60 .60 5.20 4.20 .90 5.10
1973—74 5. 00 - 65 5. 65 4. 20 .90 5. 10
1975 5. 00 - 65 5. 65 4. 60 .90 5. 50
1976 5. 00 . 70 5. 70 4.60 90 5. 50
1977—79 5.00 .70 5.70 4.80

-

.90 5.70
1980—86 5. 00 80 5. 80 4.90 90 5. 80
1987 aod after 5. 00 .90 5. 90 5. 00

-

.90 5.90

CONTRIBUTION RATES FOR THE SELF-EMPLOYED UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER THE BILL

]In percent]

Present law Proposal

Cash
beoefits

- Hospital
Iosuraoce Total

Cash
beoefits

Hospital
insurance Tol3l

Year:
1970 6.30 0.60 6.90 6.30 0.60 6.90
1971—72 6.90 .60 7.50 6.30 .90 7.20
1973—74 7.00 .65 7.65 6.30 .90 7.20
1975 7. 00 65 7. 65 6.90 90 7. 80
1976 7.00 .70 7.70 6.90

-

.90 7.80
1977—79 7. 00 - 70 7. 70 7. 00 90 7. 90
1980—86 7.00 .80 7.80 7.00

-

.90 7.90
1987 and after 7. 00 . 90 7. 90 7. 00 .90 7. 90

Section 9. Age & computation point for men
This section provides that the ending point of the period that is

used to determine insured status for men and the ending point of the
period that is used to determine the number of yeais over which a
mans average monthly earnings must be calculated, will be the begin-
ning of the year in which he reaches age 62, instead of age 65 as is
Provided under present law. The ending point for men would thus be
the same as it is for women under present law. One effect of the pro-
posed change is that a man's average monthly earnings in retirement
cases could be figured over 3 fewer years than they are under present

35—220—G9—---2
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law, resulting in most cases in higher average monthly earnings for
him and thus higher benefits for him and his family.

The change is effective with benefits for January 1971, and will be
applicable both to people already on the benefit rolls and to those who
will come on in the future.

Section 10. Entitlement to child's insurance benefits based on disability
which began between 18 and

This section provides childhood disability benefits for a son or
daughter of an insured deceased, disabled, or retired worker if the son
or daughter became totally disabled after age 18 and before reaching
age 22, and continues to be totally disabled. Under present law, a per-
son must have been totally disabled since before age 18 to qualify for
childhood disability benefits. This change would be applicable to
monthly benefits for months after December 1970.
Section .71. Disability insurance trust fund

This section would increase the percentage of taxable wages appro-
priated to the disability insurance trust fund—now 0.95 of 1 percent
of payroll—to 1.05 percent, and would increase the percentage of in-
come from self-employment appropriated to the disability insurance
trust fund—now 0.7125 of 1 percent—to 0.7875 of 1 percent, effective
for 1970.

Section 17g. Wage credits for members of the uniformed services
This section provides noncontributory earnings credits of $300 for

each calendar quarter of military service after December 1956 and
before January 1968. These credits, designed to give social security
credit for wages in kind received by servicemen, would supplement
credit for military service basic pay, which has been subject to con-
tributory social security coverage since January 1, 1957. Present law
provides similar noncontributory wage credits for military service
after 1967 and $160-a-month noncontributory wage credits for service
from September 1940 through December 1956. The new wage credits,
like the previously provided noncontributory wage credits, would be
financed from general revenues. The new credits would be used in
computing monthly benefits for months after December 1970 and
lump-sum death payments in the case of deaths after 1970.
Section 13. Parent's insurance benefits

This section would provide for the payment of benefits to aged
dependent parents of retired and disabled workers, effective for Jan-
uary 1971. Such benefits are now provided for dependent parents of
deceased workers. The benefits for the dependent parent of a retired or
disabled individual would be equal to 50 percent of that individual's
benefit, except that it would be actuarially reduced if taken before
age 65. The benefit for a parent of a deceased worker would continue
as in present law to be 82½ percent of the worker's benefit if there is
one parent and 75 percent each if there are two.
Section 14. Increase in widow's 'insurance benefits

This section increases benefits for widows, and widowers, who came
on the benefit rolls, and those who come on in the future, after age 62.
For a widow becoming entitled to benefits at or after age 65, the benefit
would be equal to 100 percent of the amount of her husband's benefit
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at ae 65, rather than 82½ percent as under present law. For widows
coming on the rolls between age 62 and 65, benefit amounts would range
from the 82½ percent payable at age 62 under present law and under
the bill to the 100 percent payable at age 65 under the bill. For example,
the benefit amount for a widow becoming entitled to widow's benefits
at age 63 would be 881/3 percent of her husband's age 65 benefit; for a
widow becoming entitled at age 64, the amount would be equal to 941/6
percent of her husband's benefit. The increase in widow's benefits would
become effective with benefits payable for January 1971.





PROPOSED SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1969

A BILL To amend the Social Security Act to provide an increase in benefits
under the ol&age, survivors, and disability insurance program, provide for
automatic benefit increases thereafter in the event of future increases in the
cost of living, provide for future automatic increases in the earnings and
contribution base, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted b' the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be
cited as the "Social Security Amendments of 1969".
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INCREASE IN OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS

SEC. 2. (a) Section 215 (a) of the Social Security Act is amended by
strik1rig out the. table and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

I If III IV V

.

(Primary insurance benefit
under 1939 act, as rncdified)

(Primary
insurance

amount under
1967 act) (Average monthly wage)

(Primary
insurance
amount)

.

(Maximum family
benefits)

It an individual's primary
insurance benefit (as
determined under
subsec. (d)) is—

—___________________ ——
But not

At least— more than—

Or his primary
insurance

amount (as
determined

under subsec.
Cc)) is—

Or his average monthly
wage (as defermined under

subsec. (h)) is—

But not
At least— mere than—

The amount
referred tu in
the preceding

paragraphs
of this

subsection
shall be—

And the maximum
amount of benefits

payable (as provided
in sec. 203(a)) on

the basis of bin
wages and oelf-

employment income
shall be—

$55.40 or less $76 $61. gg $91.50

$16.21 16. 84 56. 50 $77 78 62. 20 93. 30

$16.65 17.60 57. 70 79 80 63. 50 95. 30

$17.61 18.40 58.80 81 81 64.70 97.10

$18.41 19. 24 59. 90 82 83 65.90 98.90

$19.25 28.00 61.10 84 85 67.30 101.00

$20.01 20.64 62.20 86 87 68.50 102.80

$20.65 21. 28 63. 30 88 89 69. 70 104.60

$21.29 21.88 64.50 90 90 71.00 186.50

$21.89 22.28 65.60 91 92 72.20 188.30

$22.29 22.68 60.70 93 94 73.40 110.10

$22.69 23.08 67.80 95 96 74.60 111.90

$23.09 23.44 69.00 97 97 75.90 113.90

$23.45 23. 76 70. 20 98 99 77. 30 116. 00

(17)
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TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued

I II Ill IV V

(Primary
insurance (Primary

(Primary insurance benefit amount under Insurance (Maximum familyunder 1939 act, as modified) 1967 act) (Average monthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the maximumIf an individual's primary
0

The amount amount of benefitn
insurance benefit (as Or his primary Or his average monthly referred to in payable (as provided
determined under insurance wage (as determined under the precediog in sec. 203(a)) on
subsec. (d)) is— amount (as subsec. (b)) is— paragraphs the basis of his

determined of this wages and self-
But not under subsec. But not subsection employment incomeAt least— more than— (c)) is— At least— more than— shall be— shall be—

$23.77 24.20 71.50 100 101 78.70 118.10$24.21 24.60 72.60 102 102 79.90 119.90$25.61 25.00 73.80 103 104 81.20 121.80$25.01 25.48 75.10 105 106 82.70 124.10$25.49 25. 92 76. 30 107 107 84. 00 126.00$25.93 26. 40 77. 50 108 109 85. 30 128. 00$26.41 26.94 78.70 110 113 86.60 129.90$26.95 27.46 79.90 114 118 87.90 131.90$27.47 28.00 81.10 119 122 89.30 134.00$28.01 28.68 82.30 123 127 90.60 135.90$28.69 29.25 83.60 128 132 92.00 138.00$29.26 29.68 84.70 133 136 93.20 139.80$29.69 30. 36 85.90 137 141 94. 50 141. 80$30.37 30.92 87.20 142 146 96.00 144.00$30.93 31.36 88.40 147 150 97.30 146.00$31.37 32.00 89.50 151 155 98.50 147.80$32.01 32.60 90.80 156 160 99.90 149.90$32.61 33.20 92.00 161 164 101.20 151.80$33.21 33.88 93.20 165 169 102.60 153.90$33.89 34. 50 94.40 170 174 103. 90 155. 90$34.51 35.00 95.60 175 178 105.20 157.80$35.01 35.80 96.80 179 183 106.50 159.80$35.81 36.40 98.00 184 188 107.80 161.70
$36.41 37.08 99.30 189 193 109.30 164.00$37.09 37.60 100.50 194 197 110.60 165.90$37.61 38.20 101.60 198 202 111.80 167.70$38.21 39. 12 102.90 203 207 113. 20 169.80$39.13 39.68 104.10 208 211 114.60 171.90$39.69 40.33 105.20 212 216 115.80 173.70
$40.34 41.12 106.50 217 221 117.20 176.80$41.13 41.76 107.70 222 225 118.50 180.00$41.77 42.44 108.90 226 230 119.80 184.0042.45 43.20 110.10 231 235 121.20 188.00;43.21 43.76 111.40 236 239 122.60 191.2043.77 44.44 112.60 240 244 123.90 195.2044.45 44.88 113.70 245 249 125.10 199.204489 45.60 115.00 250 253 126.50 202.40

116.20 254 258 127.90 206.40
117.30 259 263 129.10 210.40
118. 60 264 267 130. 50 213.60
119.80 268 272 131.80 217.60
121. 00 273 277 133. 10 221.60
122.20 278 281 134.50 224.80
123. 40 282 286 135.80 228. 80
124.70 287 291 137.20 232.80
125.80 292 295 138.40 236.00
127. 10 296 300 139. 90 240.00
128.30 301 305 141.20 244.00
129.40 306 309 142.40 247.20
130.70 310 314 143.80 251.20
131.90 315 319 145.10 255.20
133. 00 320 323 146. 30 258. 40
134.30 324 328 147.80 262.40
135.50 329 333 149.10 266.40
136.80 334 337 150.50 269.60
137.90 338 342 151.70 273.60
139.10 343 347 153.10 277.60
140.40 348 351 154.50 280.80
141.50 352 3E6 155.70 284.80
142.80 357 361 157.10 288.80
144.00 362 365 158.40 292.00
145.10 366 370 159.70 296.00
146.40 371 375 161.10 300.00
147.60 376 379 162.40 303.20
148.90 380 384 163.80 307.20
150.00 385 389 165.00 311.20
151.20 390 393 166.40 314.40
152.50 394 398 167.80 318.40
153.60 399 403 169.00 322.40
154.90 404 407 170.40 325.60
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TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued

II III Iv V

(Primary
insurance (Primary

(Primary insurance benefit amnunt under insurance (Maximum family

under 1939 act, as modified) 1967 act) (Average monthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the maximum
If an individual's primary The amount amount of benefits

insurance benefit (as Or his primary Or his average monthly referred to in payable (as provided

determined under insurance wage (as determined under the preceding in sec. 203(a)) on

sabsec. (d)) is— amount (as subsec. (b)) is— paragraphs the basis ut his
determined of this wages and self-

But nnt under suhsec. But not subsection employment income

At least— mare than— (c)) is— At least— more than— shall be— shall be—

156.00 408 412 171.60 329.60
157.18 413 417 172.90 333.60
158.20 418 421 174.10 336. 80

159.40 422 426 175.40 340.80
160.50 427 431 176.60 344.80
161.60 432 436 177.80 348.80
162.80 437 440 179.10 352.00
163.90 441 445 180.30 356.00
165.00 446 450 181.50 360.00
166.20 451 454 182.90 361.60
167.30 455 459 184.10 363.60
168.40 460 464 185.30 365.60
169. 50 465 468 186. 50 367. 20

170.70 469 473 187.80 369.20
171.80 474 478 189.00 371.20
172 90 479 482 190.20 372.80
174.10 483 487 191.60 374.80
175. 20 488 492 192. 80 376. 80

176. 30 493 496 194.00 378. 40

177.50 497 501 195.30 380.40

178.60 502 506 196.50 382.40
179.70 507 510 197.70 384.00
180.80 511 515 198.90 386.00
182.00 516 520 200.20 388.00

183.10 521 524 201.50 389.60
184. 20 525 529 202.70 391. 60

185.40 530 534 204. 00 393.60

186. 50 535 538 205. 20 395. 20

187.60 539 543 206.40 397.20
188.80 544 548 207.70 399.20
189.90 549 553 208.90 401.20
191.00 554 556 210.10 402.40

192.00 557 560 211.20 404.00

193. 00 561 563 212.30 405. 20

194.00 564 567 213.40 406.80
195.00 568 570 214.50 408.00

196.00 571 574 215.60 409.60
197. 00 575 577 216.70 410. 80

198.00 578 581 217. 80 412. 40

199. 00 582 584 210.90 413.60

200. 00 585 580 220. 00 415.20
201.00 589 591 221.10 416.40
202.00 592 595 222.20 418. 00

203. 00 596 598 223.30 419.20
204. 00 599 602 224. 40 420. 80

205. 00 603 605 225. 50 422. 00

206. 00 606 609 226.60 423.60
207.00 610 612 227.70 424.80
208. 00 613 616 228. 80 426.40
209.00 617 620 229.90 428.03
210.00 621 623 231.00 429.20
211.00 624 627 232.10 430.80
212. 00 628 630 233. 20 432. 00

213.00 631 634 234.30 433.60
214. 00 635 637 235. 40 434. 80
215.00 638 641 236.50 436.40
216.00 642 644 237.60 437.60
217.. 00 645 648 230. 70 439. 20
218.00 649 656 239.00 442.40

657 666 241.00 446.40
667 676 242.00 450.40
677 685 243.00 454.00
686 695 244.00 458.00
696 705 245.00 462.00
706 715 246.00 466.00
716 725 247.00 470.00
726 734 249.00 473.60
735 744 249.00 477.60
745 750 250.00 480.00
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(b) Section 203(a) of such Act is amended by striking out para-
graph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(2) when two or more persons were entitled (without the ap-
plication of section 202 (j) (1) and section 223 ( b)) to monthly
benefits under section 209 or 223 for March 1970 on the basis of
the wages and self-employment income of such insured mdiviclual
and at least one such person was so entitled for February 1970 on
the basis of such wages and self-employment income, such total
of benefits for March 1970 or any subsequent month shall not be
ieduc.ed to less than the larger of—

(A) the amount determined under this subsection with-
out regard to this paragraph, or

"(B) an amount equal to the sum of the amounts derived
by multiplying the benefit amount determined under this title
(including this subsection, but without the application of
section 229(b), section 202(q), and subsection (b), (c), and
(d) of this section), as in effect prior to March 1970, for each
such person for such month, by 110 percent and raising each
such increased amount, if it is not a multiple of $0.10, to the
next higher multiple of $0.10;

but in any such case (i) paragraph (1) of this subsection shall
be applied to such total of benefits after the application of sub-
paragraph (B), and (ii) if section 2202(k) (2) (A) was ap-
plicable in the case of any such benefits for Mardi 1970, and
ceases to apply after such months, the provisions of subparagraph
(B) shall be applied, for and after the month in which section
202(k) (2) (A) ceases to apply, as though paragraph (1) had not
•beeii applicab]e to such total of benefits for March 1970, or".

(c) section 215(b) (4) of such Act is ameudeci by striking out "Jan-
uary 1968" each time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "February
1970".

(ci) Section 215(c) of such Act is amended to read as follows:

Iiiimiiy Insurance Amount Under 1967 Act

"(c) (1) For the purposes of column II of the table appearing iii
subsection (a) of tins section, an individual's primary insurance
amount. shall be computed on the basis of the law in effect pi'iOr to
the. enactment of the Social Security Amendments of 1969.

"(2) The provision of this subsection shall be applicable only in the
case. of an nidividiial who became entitled to benefits under section

ur section 223 before March 1910, or who died before such
niontii.'

(e) The amendments made by this section shall apply with respect
to monthly benefits under title II of the Social Security Act for
iuioiithi after Felruary 1970 arid with respect to lump-sum death pay-
nients under such title in the case of deaths occurring after February
1970.

(f) If an individual w-as entitled to a disability insurance benefit
under section 223 of the Social Security Act for February 1970 and
become. entitled to oldl-aQ'e insurance benefits under section 202 (a) of
such Act for March 1970, or lie died in such month, then, for purposes
of section 21 (a) (4) of the Social Security Act (if applicable), the
amount, in cohiunu IV of the table appealing in such section 215 (a) for
such individual shall he the amount in such column on the line on
winch in column II appears his primary insurance amount (as deter—
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mined under section 215(c) of such Act) instead of the amount in
column IV equal to the primary insurance amount on which his dis-
ability insurance benefit is based.

INCREASE IN BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS AGE 72 AND OVER

SEC. 3. (a) (1) Section 227(a) of the Social Security Act. is amended
by striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$44," and by
strikino out "$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$22.".

(2) ection 227(b) of such Act is amended by striking out. in the
second sentence "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$44".

(b) (1) Section 228(b) (1) of such Act is amended by striking out
"$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$44".

(2) Section 228(b) (2) of such Act is amended by striking out "$40"
and inserting in lieu thereof "$44", and by striking out "$20" and
inserting in lieu thereof "$22".

(3) Section 228(c) (2) of such Act is amended by striking out. "$20"
and inserting in lieu thereof "$22".

(4) Section 228(c) (3) (A) of such Act is amended by striking out.
"$40" and inserting :in lieu thereof "$44".

(5) Section 228(c) (3) (B) of such Act is amended by striking out
"$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$22".

(c) The amendments made by subsect.ions (a) and (b) shall apply
with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the Social Security
Act for months after February 1970.

AUTOMATIC ADJTJSTMENT OF BENEFITS

SEC. 4. (a) Section 215 of the Social Security Act is amended by
adding after subsection (h) the following new subsection:

"Cost-of-Living Increases in Benefits

"(i) (1) For purposes of this subsection—
"(A.) the term 'base quarter' shall mean the period of three

consecutive calendar months ending on September i0, 1969, and
the period of 3 consecutive calendar months ending on September
30 of each year thereafter.

"(B) the term 'cost-of-living computation quarter' shall mean
the base quarter in which the monthly average of the Consumer
Price Index prepared by the Department of Labor exceeds, by
not less than 3 per centum, the monthly average of such Index in
the later of: (i) the 3 calendar-month reriocl ending on Septem-
ber 30, 1969 or (ii) the base quarter which was most recently a
cost-of-living computation quarter.

"(2) (A) If the Secretary determines that a base quarter in a
calendar year is also a cost-of-living computation quarter, lie shall,
effective for January of the next calendar year, increase the benefit
amount of each individual who for such month is entitled to benefits
under section 227 or 228 and the primary insurance amount of each
individual, specified in subparagraph (B) of this paragrapli by an
amount derived by multiplying such amount of each such individual
(including each such individual's primary insurance amount. or benefit
amount under section 227 or 228 as previously increase.d under this
subparagraph) by the same per centum (rounded by the nearest. one-
tenth of 1 per centum) as the monthly average of the Consumer Price
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Index for such cost-of-living computation quarter exceeds the monthly
average of such Index for the base quarter determined after the appli-
cation of clauses (i) and (ii) of paragraph (1) (B). Such increased
primary insurance amount shall be considered such individual's pri-
mary insurance amount for purposes of this subsection, section 202,
and section 223.

"(B) The increase provided by subparagraph (A) with respect
to a particular cost-of-living computation quarter shall apply in the
case of monthly benefits under this title for months after December of
the calendar year in which occurred such cost-of-living computation
quarter, based on the wages and self-employment income of an individ-
ual who became entitled to monthly benefits under section 202, 223, 227,
or 228 (without regard to section 202(j) (1) or section 223(b)), or
who died, in or before December of the calendar year in which occurred
such cost-of-living computation quarter.

"(C) If the Secretary determines that a base quarter in a calendar
year is also a cost-of-living computation quarter, he shall publish in the
Federal Register on or before December 1 of such calendar year a
determination that a benefit increase is resultantly required and the
percentage thereof. He shall also publish in the Federal Register at
that time a revision of the benefit table contained in subsection (a), as
it may have been revised previously, pursuant to this subparagraph.
Such revision shall be determined as follows:

"(1) The amount of each line of column II shall be changed to
the amount shown on the corresponding line of column IV of the
table in effect before this revision.

"(ii) The amount of each line of column IV shall be increased
from the amount shown in the table in effect before this revision by
increasing such amount by the per centum specified in subpara-
graph (A) of paragraph (2), raising each such increased amount,
if not a multiple of $0.10, to the next higher multiple of $0.10.

"(iii) If the contribution and benefit base (as defined in section
230(b)) for the calendar year in which such benefit table is revised
is lower than such base for the following calendar year, columns
III, IV, and V shall be extended. The amount in the first addi-
tional line in column IV shall be the amount in the last line of
such column as determined under clause (ii), plus $1.00, rounding
such increased amount to the nearest multiple of $1.00. The
amount of each succeeding line of column IV shall be the amount
on the preceding line increased by $1.00, until the amount on the
last line of such column shall be equal to 1/ of the contribution and
earnings base for the calendar year succeeding the calendar year
in which such benefit table is revised, rounding such amount, if not
a multiple of $1.00, to the nearest multiple of $1.00. The amount
in each additional line of column III shall be determined so that
the second figure in the last line of column III shall be 1A 2 of the
contribution and earnings base for the calendar year following
the calendar year in which such benefit table is revised, and the
remaining figures in column III shall be determined in consistent
mathematical intervals from column IV. The second figure in the
last line of column III before the extension of the column shall be
increased to a figure mathematically consistent with the figures
determined in accordance with the preceding sentence. The
amount on each line of column V shall be increased, to the extent
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necessary, so that each such amount shall he equal to 40 per centum
of the second figure in the same line of column III, plus 40 per
centum of the smaller of (I) such second figure or (II) the larger
of $450 or 50 1:er centum of the largest figure in column III.

"(iv) The amount on each line of column V shall be increased,
if necessary, so that such amount shall be at least equal to 11/2
times the amount shown on the corresponding line in column IV.
Any such increased amount that is not a multiple of $0.10 shall be
increased to the next higher multiple of $0.10."

(b) Section 203(a) of such Act is amended by striking out the
period at the end of the first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof,
"or" and adding the following new paragraph:

"(4) when two or more persons are entitled (without the appli-
cation of section 202(j) (1) and section 223(b)) to monthly bene-
fits under sect:on 202 or 223 for December in the calendar year
in which occurs a cost-of-living computation quarter (as defined
in section 215(i) (1)) on the basis of the wages and self -employ-
ment income of such insured individual, such total of benefits for
the month immediately following shall be reduced to not less than
the amount equal to the sum of the amounts derived by multiply-
ing the benefit amount determined under this title (including this
subsection, but without the application of section 222(b), section
202(q), and subsections (b), (c), and (d) of this section) as in
effect for December for each such person by the same per centum
increase as such individual's primary insurance amount (includ-
ing such amount as previously increased under section 215(i) (2))
is increased and raising each such increased amount, if not a mul-
tiple of $0.10, to the next higher multiple of $0.10.".

(c) (1) Section 202(a) of such Act is amended by striking out "(as
defined in section 21.5 (a) ) .".

(2) Section 215(f) (4) of such Act is amended by adding at the
end before the period the following: "(including a primary insurance
amount as increased under subsection (i) (2) ) ".

(3) Section 215(g) of such Act is amended by striking out "primary
insurance amount" and inserting in lieu thereof "primary insurance
amount (including a primary insurance amount as increased under
subsection (i) (2))

LIBERALIZATION OF EARNINGS TEST

SEc. 5. (a) (1) Paragraphs (1) and (4) (B) of section 203(f) of
the Social Security Act are each amended by striking out "$140" and
mserting in lieu thereof "$150 or the exempt amount as determined
under paragraph (8) ".

(2) Paragraph (1) (A) of section 203(h) of such Act is amended by
striking out "$140' and inserting in lieu thereof "$150 or the exempt
amount as determined under paragraph (8)".

(3) Paragraph (3) section 203(f) of such Act is amended to read
as follows:

"(3) For purposes of paragraph (1) and subsection (h), an in-
dividual's excess earnings for a taxable year shall be 50 per centum of
his earnings for such in excess of the product of $150 or the exempt
amount as determined under paragraph (8) multiplied by the number
of months in such year. The excess earnings as derived under the pre-
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ceding sentence, if not a multiple of $1, shall be reduced to the next
lower multiple of $1."

(b) Subsection (f) of section 203 of such Act is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

"(8) (A) On or before October 1 of 1972 and of each even-numbered
year thereafter, the Secretary shall determine and publish in the Fed-
eral Register the exempt amount as defined in subparagraph (b) for
each month in the two taxable years which end after the calendar year
following the year in which such determination is made.

"(B) The exempt amount for each month of a particular taxable
year shall be whichever of the following is the larger:

"(i) the product of $150 and the ratio of (I) the average tax-
able wages of all persons for whom taxable wages were reported
to the Secretary for the first calendar quarter of the calendar year
in which a determination under subparagraph (A) is made for
each such month of such particular taxable year to (II) the aver-
age of the taxable wages of all persons for whom wages were re-
ported to the 'Secretary for the first calendar quarter of 1971; such
product, if not a multiple of $10, shall be rounded to the nearest
multiple of $10, or

"(ii) the exempt amount for each month in the taxable year
preceding such particular taxable year:

except that the provisions in clause (i) shall not apply with respect to
any taxable year unless the contribution and earnings base for such
year is determined under section 230(b) (1)."

(c) Clause (B) of Section 203(f) (1) of the Social Security Act is
amended to read as follows:

"(B) in which such individual was age 72 or over, excluding from
such excess earnings the earnings of an individual in or after the
month in which he was age 72 in the year in which he attained age 72,
with the amount (if any) of an individual's self-employment income
m such year being prorated in an equitable manner under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary,".

(d) The amendments made by this section shall apply with respect
to taxable years ending after December 1970.

INCREASE OF EARNINGS COUNTED FOR BENEFIT AND TAX PURPOSES

SEC. 6. (a) (1) (A) Section 209(a) (5) of the Social Security Act
is amended by inserting "and prior to 1972" after "1967".

(B) Section 209(a) of snch Act is further amendedby adding at
the end thereof the following new paragraphs:

"(6) That part of remuneration which, after remuneration (other
than remuneration referred to in the succeeding subsections of this
section) equal to $9,000 with respect to employment has been paid to
an individual during any calendar year after 1971 and prior to 1974,
is paid to such individual during any such calendar year;

"(7) That part of remuneration which, after remuneration (other
than remuneration referred to in the succeeding subsections of this
section) equal to the contribution and earningsbase (determined under
section 230) with respect to employment paid to an individual during
the calendar year with respect to which such contribution and earnings
base was effective, is paid to such individual during such calendaryear;
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(2) (A) Section 211(b) (1) (E) of such Act is amended by inserting
"and prior to 1972" after "1967", by striking out "; or" and inserting
in lieu thereof " ; and".

(B) Section 211(b) (1) of such Act is further amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new subparagraphs:

"(F) For any taxable year ending after 1971 and prior to
1974, (i) $9,000, minus (ii) the amount of the wages paid to
such individual during the taxable year; and

"(G) For any taxable year ending in any calendar year
after 1973, (1) an amount equal to the contribution and earn-
ings base (:is determined under section 230) effective for such
calendar year. minus (ii) the amount of the wages to such
individual during such taxable year, or".

(3) (A) Section 213(a) (2) (ii) of such Act is amended by striking
out "after 1967" and inserting in lieu thereof "after 1967 and before
1972, or $9,000 in the case of a calendar year after 1971 and before
1974, or an amount equal to the contribution and earnings base (as de-
termine.d imder section 230) in the case of any calendar year with re-
spect to which such contribution and earnings base was effective".

(B) Section 213(u) (2) (iii) of such Act i's amended by striking out
"after 1967" and inserting in lieu thereof "after 1967 and prio.r to
1972, or $9,000 in the case of a taxable year ending after 1971 and prior
to 1974 or the amount equal to the contribution and earnings base, (as
determined under section 230) in the case of any taxable year ending
in any calendar year after 1973, effective for such calendar year".

(4) Section 215(e) (1) of such Act is amended by striking out "and
the excess over $7,800 in the case of any calendar year after 1967" and
inserting in lieu thereof "the excess over $7,800 in the ease of any calen-
dar year after 1967 and before 1972, the excess over $9,000 in the case of
any calendar yeur after 1971 and before 1974, and the excess over an
amount equal to the contribution and earnings base (as determined
under section 230) in the case of any calendar year after 1973 with
respect cO which such contribution and earnings base was effective".

(b) (1) (A) Section 1402(b) (1) (E) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 195t (relating to definition of self-employment income) is amended
by inserting "and before 1972" after "1967", and by striking out "; or"
and inserting in lieu thereof"; and".

(B) Section 1402(b) (1) of such Code is further amended by adding
at the end thereof tile following new subparagraphs:

"(F) for any taxable. year ending after 1971 and before 1974,
(i' $9,000, minus (ii) the amount of the wages paid to such in-
clividual during the taxable year; and

"(G) for any taxable year ending in any calendar year after
1973, (i) an amount equal to the contribution and earnings base
(as determined under section 230 of the Social Security Act)
effective for such calendar year, minus (ii) the amount of the
wages paid to such individual during such taxable year; or".

(2) (A) Section 3121(a) (1) of such Code (relating to definition of
wages) is amended by striking out "$7,800" each place it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof "$9,000".

(B) Effective with remuneration paid after 1973, section 3121(a)
(1) of such Code is amended by (1) striking out "$9,000" each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "the contribution and earnings
base (as determined under section 230 of the Social Security Act) ". and
(2) striking out "by an employer during any calendar year", anl in-
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serting in lieu thereof "by an employer during the oalendar year with
respect to which such contribution and earnings base was effective".

(3) (A) The second sentence of section 3122 of such Code (relating
to Federal service) is amended by striking out "$7,800" and inserting in
lieu thereof "$9,000".

(B) Effective with remuneration paid after 1973, the second sentence
of section 3122 of such Code is amended by striking out "$9,000" and
inserting in lieu thereof "the contribution and earnings base".

(4) (A) Section 3125 of such Code (relating to returns in the case of
governmental employees in Guam, American Samoa, and the District
of Columbia) is amended by striking out "$7,800" where it appears in
subsections (a), (b), and (c) and inserting in lieu thereof "$9,000".

(B) Effective with remuneration paid after 1973, the second sentence
of section 3125 of such Code is amended by striking out "$9,000" where
it appears in subsections (a), (b), and (c) and inserting in lieu there-
of "the contribution and earnings base".

(5) Section 6413(c) (1) of such Code (relating to special refunds of
employment taxes) is amended—

(A) by inserting "and prior to the calendar year 1972" after
"after the calendar year 1967".

(B) by inserting after "exceed $7,800" the following: "or (E)
during any calendar year after the calendar year 1971 and prior
to the calendar year 1974, the wages received by him during such
year exceed $9,000, or (F) during any calendar year after 1973,
the wages received by him during such year exceed the contri-
bution and earnings base (as determined under section 230 of the
Social Security Act) effective with respect to such year," and

(C) by inserting before the period at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: "and before 1972, or which exceeds the tax with respect
to the first $9,000 of such wages received in such calendar year
after 1971 and before 1974, or which exceeds the tax with respect
to the first amount equal to the contribution and earnings base
(as determined under section 230 of the Social Security Act) of
such wages received in the calendar year after 1973 with respect to
which such contribution and earnings base was effective".

(6) Section 6413(c) (2) (A) of such Code (relating to refunds of
employment taxes in the case of Federal employees) is amended by—

(A) striking out "or $7,800 for any calendar year after 1967"
and inserting in lieu thereof "$7,800 for the calendar year 1968,
1969, 1970 and 1971, or $9,000 for the calendar year 1972 or 1973,
or an amount equal to the contribution and earnings base (as de-
termined under section 230 of the Social Security Act) for any
calendar year after 1973 with respect to which such contribution
and earnings base was effective".

(c) The amendments made by subsections (a) (1) and (a) (3) (A),
and the amendments made by subsection (b) (except paragraph (1)
thereof), shall apply only with respect to remuneration paid after
December 1971. The amendments made by subsections (a) (2),
(a) (3) (B), and (b) (1) shall apply only with respect to taxable years
ending after 1971. The amendment. made by subsection (a) (4) shall
apply only with respect to calendar years after 1971.

AUTOMArf C ADJUSTMENT OF EARNINGS BASE

SEC. 7. (a) Title II of the Social Security Act is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new section:
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"AUTOMATIC ADJuSTMENT OF EARNINGS BASE

"SEc. 230. (a) On or before October 1 of 1972, and each even-num-
bered year thereafter, the Secretary shall determine and publish in the
Federal Register the contribution and earnings base (as defined in sub-
section (b)) for the two calendar years succeeding the calendar year
following the year in which the determination is made.

"(b) The contribution and earnings base for a particular calendar
year shall be whichever of the following is the larger.

"(1) the product of $9,000 and the ratio of (A) the average
taxable wages of all persons for whom taxable wages were re-
ported to the Secretary for the first calendar quarter of the calen-
dar year in which a determination under subsection (a) is made
for such particular calendar year to (B) the average of the tax-
able wages of all persons for whom taxable wages were reported
to the Secretary for the first calendar quarter of 1971; such prod-
uct, if not a multiple of $600, shall be rounded to the nearest
multiple of $600, or

"(2) the contribution and earnings base for the calendar year
preceding such particular calendar year."

(b) That part of section 215(a) of the Social Security Act which
precedes the table is amended by striking out "or" at the end of para-
graph (3), by striking out the period at the end of paragraph (4) and
inserting in lieu thereof "or the amount equal to his primary insur-
ance amount upon which such disability insurance benefit is based if
such primary insurance amount was determined under paragraph (5);
or", and by inserting after paragraph (4) the following:

"(5) If such insured individual's average monthly wage (as
determined under subsection (b)) exceeds $750, the amount equal
to the sum of (A.) $54.48 and (B) 28.47 per centum of such aver-
age monthly wage; such sum, if it is not a multiple of $1, shall
be rounded to the nearest multiple of $1."

(c) So much of section 203(a) as precedes paragraph (2) is amended
to read as follows:

"SEc. 203 (a) Whenever the total of monthly benefits to which in-
dividuals are entitledL under sections 202 and 223 for a month on the
basis of the wages and self-employment income of an insured individ-
ual exceeds the larger of: (I) the amount appearing in column V of
the table in section 215(a) on the line on which appears in column IV
such insured individual's primary insurance amount, and (II) the
amount which is equal to the sum of $180.00 and 40 per centum of the
highest average monthly wage (as determined under section 215(b)),
which will produce the primary insurance amount of such individual
(as determined under section 215(a) (5)), such total of monthly beiie-
fits to which such individuals are entitled shall be reduced to the larger
amount determined under (I) or (II) above, whichever is applicable;
except that—

"(1) when any such individuals so entitled would (but for the
provisions of section 202(k) (2) (A)) be entitled to child's in-
surance benefits on the basis of the wages and self-employment
income of one or more other insured individuals, such total bene-
fits shall not be reduced to less than the larger of:

"(A) the sum of the maximum amounts of benefits pay-
able on the basis of the wages and self-employment income of
all such insured individuals, but not more than the last
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tigure in column V of the table appearing in section 215 (a),
and

"(B) the amount determined under clause (11) for the
highest primary insurance amount of any such msurecl in-
dividual (if such primary insurance amount is determined
under section 215 (a) (15) ) ."(ci) (1) Section 201(c) of the Social Security Act is amended by

inserting before the last sentence the following sentence:
"The report shall further include a recommendation as to the appro-

priateness of the tax rates in sections 1401(a), 3101(a), and 3111(a)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, which will be in effect for the
following calendar year; this recommendation shall be made in the
light of the need for the estimated income in relationship to the esti-
mated outgo of the Trust Funds during such year."

(2) Section 1817(b) of such Act is amended by inserting before the
last sentence the following sentence:

"The report shall further include a recommendation as to the appro-
priateness of the tax rates in sections 1401(b), 3101(b), and 3111(b)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, which will be in effect for the
following calendar year; this recommendation shall he made in thelight of the need for the estimated income in relationship to the esti-mated outgo of the Trust Fund during such year".

(e) The amendments made by subsections (b) and (c) shall apply
with respect to monthly benefits for months after December 1973 andwith respect to lump-sum death payments under such title in the caseof deaths occurring after 1973.

CHANGES IN TAX SCHEDULES

SEC. 8. (a) (1) Section l401(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 (relating to rate of tax on self-employment income for purposesof old-age, survivors, and disability insurance) is amended by strik-ing out paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) and inserting in lieu thereofthe following:

(1) in the case of any taxable year beginning after December
31, 1969, and before January 1, 1975, the tax shall be equal to 6.3percent of the amount of the self-employment income for suchtaxable year;

"(2) in the case of any taxable year beginning after December
31, 1974, and before January 1, 1977, the tax shall be equal to 6.9percent of the amount of the self-employment income for suchtaxable year; and

"(3) in the case of any taxable year beginning after December
31. 1976, the tax shall be equal to 7.0 percent of the amount of the
self-employment income for such taxable year."

(2) Section 3101(a) of such Code (relating to rate of tax on em-ployees for purposes of old-age, survivors, and disability insurance)is amended by striking out paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) and in-serting in lieu thereof the following:
"(1) with respect to wages received during the calendar years1970, 1971, 1972, 1973 and 1974, the rate shall be 4.2 percent;
"(2) with respect to wages received during the calendar years1975 and 1976, the rate shall be 4.6 percent;
"(3) with respect to wages received during the calendar years1977, 1978, and 1979, the rate shall be 4.8 Percent;
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"(4) with respect to wages received during the calendar years
1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985, and 1986, the rate shall be 4.9
percent; and

"(5) with respect to wages received after December 31, 1986, the
rate shall be 5.0 percent."

(3) Section 3111(a) of such Code (relating to rate of tax on em-
ployers for purposes of old-age, survivors, and disability insurance)
is amended by striking out paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

"(1) with respect to wages paid during the calendar years
1970, 1971, 1972, 1973 and 1974, the rate shall be 4.2 percent;

"(9) with respect to wages paid during the calendar years
1975 and 1976, the rate shall be 4.6 percent;

"(3) with respect to wages paid during the calendar years
1977, 1978, and 1979, the rate shall be 4.8 percent;

"(4) with respect to wages paid during the calendar years
1980, 1081, 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985, and 1986, the rate shall be. 4.9
percent; and

"(5) with resj:ect to wages paid after December 31, 1986, the
rate shall be 5.0 percent."

(b) (1) Section 1401(b) of such Code (relating to rate of tax on
self-employment income for purposes of hospital insurance) is
amended by striking out paragraph.s (1), (2), (3), (4), and (5) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(1) in the case of any taxable year beginning after December
31, 1960, and before January 1, 1971, the tax shall be equal to 0.60
percent of the amount of the self-employment income for such
taxable year; and

"(2) in the case of any taxable year beginning after Decem-
hei 31, 1970, the tax shall be equal to 0.90 percent of the amount of
the self-employment income for such taxable year."

(2) Section 3101(b) of such Code (relating to rate of tax on em-
ployees for purposes of hospital insurance) is amended by striking
out paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4), and (5) and inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

"(1) with respect to wages received during the calendar year
1070, the rate shall be 0.60 percent; and

"(2) with resl:ect to wages received after December 31, 1970,
the rate shall he 0.90 percent."

(3) Section 3111(b) of such Code (relating to rate of tax on em-
ployers for purposes of hospital insurance) is amended by striking out
paragraphs (1). (2), (3), (4), and (5) and inserting in lieu thereof
the foP owing:

"(1) with respect to wages paid during the calendar year 1970,
the rate shall be. 0.60 percent: and

"(2) with respect to wages paid after December 31, 1970, the
ia.te shall be 0.90 percent."

(c) The ameudments made by subsections (a) (1) and (b) (1) shall
apply only with respect to taxable years beginning after December 31,
1969. The remaining amendments made by this section shall apply only
with respect to remuneration paid tfter December 31, 1960.

35—220—59---- —3
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AGE-62 COMPUTATION POINT FOR MEN

SEC. 9. (a) Section 214(a) (1) of the Social Security Act is amended
by striking out "before—" and by striking out all of subparagraphs
(A), (B), and (C) and by inserting in lieu thereof "before the year
in which he died or (if earlier) the year in which he attained age 62,?!.

(b) Section 215(b) (3) of such Act is amended by striking out "be-
fore—" and all of subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) and by inserting
in lieu thereof "before the year in which he died or, if it occurred
earlier but after 1960, the year in which lie attained age 62.

(c) Section 215(f) of such Act is amended by striking out para-
graph (5) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(5) In the case of an individual who is entitled to monthly benefits
for a month after December 1970, on the basis of the wages and self-
employment income of an insured individual who prior to January
1971 became entitled to benefits under section 202(a), became entitled
to benefits under section 223 after the year in which he attained age
62, or died in a year after the year in which he attained age 62, the
Secretary shall, notwithstanding paragraphs (1) and (2), recompute
the primary insurance amount of such insured individual. Such re-
computation shall be made under whichever of the following alterna-
tive computation methods yields the higher primary insurance
amount:

"(A) the computation methods of this section, as amended by
the Social Security Amendments of 1969, which would be appli-
cable in the case of an insured individual who attained age 62
after December 1970, or

"(B) under the provisions in subparagraph (A) (but without
regard to the limitation, 'but after 1960' contained in paragraph
(3) of subsection (b)), except that for any such recomputation,
when the number of an individual's benefit computation years is
less than 5, his average monthly wage shall, if it is in excess of
$400, be reduced to such amount."

(d) Section 223 (a) (2) of such Act is amended by—.
(1) striking out "(if a woman) or age 65 (if a man)
(2) striking out "in the case of a woman" and inserting in lieu

thereof "in the case of an individual", and
(3) striking out "she" and inserting in lieu thereof "1ie'.

(e) Section 223(c) (1) (A) is amended by striking out "(if a woman)
or age 65 (if arnan)".

(f) The amendments made by the preceding subsections of this sec-
tion shall apply with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the
Social Security Act for months after December 1970 and with respect
to lump-sum death payments made in the case of an insured indivici-
iial who died after such month.

(g) Sections 209(i), 216(i) (3) (A), and 213(a) (2) of the Social
Security Act are amended by striking out "(if a w-oman) or age 65 (if
a man) ".

ENTITLEMENT TO CIIILDS INSURANCE BENEFITS BASED ON DISAB1L1lY
WhICh BEGAN BETWEEN iS AND 22

SEC. 10. (a) Clause (ii) of section 202(d) (1) (B) of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out "which began before he
attained the age of 18" and inserting in lieu thereof "which began
before he attained the age of 22".
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(b) Subparagraphs (F) and (G) of section 202(d) (1) of such Act
are amended to read as follows:

"(F) if such child was not under a disability (as so defined) at
the time he attained the age of 18, the earlier of—

"(i) the first month during no part of which he is a full-
time student, or

"(ii) the month in which he attains the age of 22,
but only if he was not under a disability (as so defined) in such
earlier month; or

"(G) if such child was under a disability (as so defined) at
the time he attained the age of 18, or if he was not under a (115-
ability (as so defined) at such time but. was under a disability
(as so defined) at or prior to the time he attained (or would at-
tain) the age of 22, the third month following the month in
which he ceases to be i.mder such disability or (if later) the
earlier of—

"(i) the first month during no part of which lie is a full-
time student, or

"(ii) the month in which he attains the age of 22,
but only if he was not under a disability (as so defined) in such
earlier month."

(c) Section 202(d) (1) of such Act is further amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new sentence: "No payment under this
paragraph may be made to a child who would not meet the definition
of disability in section 223(d) except for paragraph (1) (B) thereof
for any month in which he engages in substantial gainful activity."

(d) Paragraph (6) of section 202(d) is amended by striking out
"in which he is a full-time student and has not attained the age of 22"
and all that follows and inserting in lieu thereof "in which he—

"(A) (i) is a full-time student or (ii) is under a disability (as
defined in section 223(d)), and

"(B) had not attained the age of 22,
but only if he has filed application for such reentitiement. Such re-
entitlement shall end with the month preceding whichever of the fol-
lowing first occurs:

"(C) the first month in which an event specified in paragraph
(1) (D).occurs:; or

"(D) the earlier of (i) the first month during no part of
which he is a full-time student or (ii) the month in which he
attains the age of 22, but only if he is not under a disability
(as so defined) in such earlier month; or

"(E) if he was under a disability (as so defined), the third
month following the month in which he ceases to be under such
disability or (if later) the earlier of—

"(1) the first month during no part of which he is a full-
time student, or

"(ii) the month in which he attains the age of 22."
(e) Section 202(s) of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out "before he atained such age" in paragraph
(1) and inserti:ng in lieu thereof "before he attained the age of
22"; and

(2) by striking out "before such chil& attained the age of 18"
in paragraphs (2) and (3) and inserting in lieu thereof "be-
fore such child attained the age of 22".
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(f) The amendments made by this section shall apply only with
respect to monthly insurance benefits payable under section 202 of
the Social Security Act for months after December 1970, except that
in the case of an individual who was not entitled to a monthly benefit
under such section for December 1970, such amendments shall ap-
ply only on the basis of an application filed after September 30, 1970.

ALLOCATION TO DISABILITY INSURANCE TRU5T FUND

SEC. 11. (a) Section 201(b) (1) of the Social Security Act is
amended by—

(1) striking out "and" at the end of clause (B)
(2) striking out "1967, and so reported," and inserting in lieu

thereof the following: "1967, and before January 1, 1970, and
so reported, and (ID) 1.05 per centum of the wages (as so de-
fined) paid after December 31, 1969, and so reported ,".

(b) Section 201(b) (2) of such Act is amended by—
(1) striking out "and" at the end of clause (B)
(2) striking out "1967," and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-

lowing: "1967, and before January 1, 1970, and (D) 0.7875 of 1
per centum of the amount of self-employment income (as so
defined) so reported for any taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 1969,".

WAGE CREDITS FOR MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES

SEc. 12. (a) Subsection 229(a) of such Act is amended by—
(1) striking out "after December 1967," and inserting in lieu

thereof "after December 1970";
(2) striking out "after 1967" and inserting in lieu thereof

"after 1956"; and
(3) striking out all of paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), and in-

serting in lieu thereof "$300".
(b) The amendments made by subsection (a) shall apply with

respect to monthly benefits payable under title II of the Social Secu-
rity Act for months after December 1970, and with respect to lump-
sum death payments in the case of deaths occurring after December
1970, except that, in the case of any individual who is entitled, on tl1e
basis of the wages and self-employment income of any individual to
whom section 229 applies, to monthly benefits under title II of such
Act for December 1970, such amendments shall apply (A) only if an
application for recomputation by reason of such amendments is filed
by such individual, or any other individual, entitled to benefits under
such title II on the basis of such wages and self-employment income,
and (B) only with respect to such benefits for months after whichever
of the following is later: December 1970 or the twelfth month before
the month in which such application was filed. Recomputations of ben-
efits as required to carry out the provisions of this paragraph shall be
made notwithstanding the provisions of section 215 (f) (1) of the So-
cial Security Act; but no such recomputation shall be regarded as a
recomputation for purposes of section 215 (f) of such Act.

PARENT'S INSURANCE BENEFITS IN CASE OF RETIRED OR DISABLED WORKER

SEC. 13. (a) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 202(h) of the So-
cial Security Act are amended to read as follows:
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"(1) Every parent (as defined in this subsection) of an individual
entitled to old-age or disability insurance benefits, or of an individual
who died a fully insured individual, if such parent—

"(A) has attained age 62,
"(B) was receiving at least one-half of his support, as deter-

mined in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary,
from such indvidua1—

"(i) if such individual is entitled to old-age or disability
insurance benefits, at the time he became entitled to such
benefits,

"(ii) if such individual has died, at the time of such death,
or

"(iii) if such individual had a period of disability which
continued until he became entitled to old-age or disability
insurance benefits, or (if he had died) until the month of his
death, at the beginning of such period of disability,

and has filed proof of sucli support within two years after the
month in which such individual filed application with respect to
such period of disability, became entitled to such benefits, or died,
as the case may be,

"(C) is not entitled to old-age or disability insurance benefits,
or is entitled to such benefits, each of which is (i) less than 50
percent of the primary insurance amount of such individual if
such individual is entitled to old-age or disability insurance bene-
fits, or (ii) less than 82i/2 percent of the primary insurance
amount of such individual if such individual is deceased, and if
the amount of the parent's insurance benefit for such month is
determinable under paragraph (2) (A) (or 75 percent of such
primary insurance amount in any other case),

"(D) has not married since the time with respect to which the
Secretary determines, under subparagraph (B) of this paragraph,
that such parent was receiving at least one-half of his support
from such inch viclual, and

"(E) has filed application for parent's insurance benefits,
shall be entitled to a parent's insurance benefit for each month, be-
ginning with the first month in which such parent becomes so entitled
to such parent's insurance benefits and ending with the month preced-
ing the first month in which any of the following occurs—

"(F) such parent dies or marries, or
"(G) (i) if such individual is entitled to old-age or disability

insurance benefits, such parent becomes entitled to an old-age or
disability insurance benefit based on a primary insurance amount
which is equal to or exceeds one-half of the primary insurance
amount of such individual, or (ii) if such individual has died,
such parent becomes entitled to an old-age or disability insurance
benefit which is equal to or exceeds 82i/2 percent of the primary
insurance amount of such deceased individual if the amount of
the parent's insurance benefit for such month is determinable un-
der paragraph (2) (A) (or 75 percent of such primary insurance
amount in any other case), or

"(H) such individual, if living, is not entitled to disability in-
surance benefits and is not entitled to old-age insurance benefits.

"(2) (A) Except as provided in subparagraphs (B) and (C), such
parent's insurance benefit for each month shall be equal to—
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(i) if the individual on the basis of whose wages and self-em-
PlOYnient income the parent is entitled to such benefit has not
died prior to the end of such month, one-half of the primary in-
surance amount of such individual for such month, or

"(ii) if such. individual has died in or prior to such month,
82½ percent of the primary insurance amount of such deceased
individual;

"(B) For any month for which more than one parent is entitled to
parent's insurance benefits on the basis of the wages and self-employ-
ment income of an individual who died in or prior to such month, such
benefit for each such parent for such month shall (except as provided
in subparagraph (C)) be equal to 75 percent of the primary insurance
amount of such deceased individual;

"(C) In any case in which—
"(i) any parent is entitled to a parent's insurance benefit for a

month on the basis of the wages and self-employment income of
an individual who died in or prior to such month, and

"(ii) another parent of such deceased individual is entitled to
a parent's insurance benefit for such month on the basis of Such
wages and self-employment income, and on the basis of an appli-
cation filed after such month and after the month in which the
application for the parent's insurance benefits referred to in clause
(i) was filed,

the amount of the parent's insurance benefit of the parent referred to
in clause (i) for the month referred to in such clause shall be deter-
mined under subparagraph (A) instead of subparagraph (B) and
amount of the parent's insurance benefit of the parent referred to in
clause (ii) for such month shall be. equal to 150 percent of the primary
Insurance amoimt of such individual minus the amount (before the
application of section 203(a)) of the benefit for such month of the
parent. referred to in clause (i).

(b) Section 202(q) of such Act is amended by—
(1) inserting in paragraph (1) after "husband's," the follow-

ing: "parent's," and by striking out in such paragraph (1) "or
husband's" and inserting in lieu thereof ", husband's, or parent's";

(2) inserting in paragraph (3) after "husband's," wherever it.
appears the following: "parent's" and by striking out in such
paragraph (3) "or husband's" wherever it appears and inserting
in lieu thereof "hllsband's, or parent's";

(3) inserting in paragraph (6) after "husband's," wherever it
appears the following: "parent's,"; and by striking out in such
paragraph (6) "or husband's" wherever it appears and inserting
in lieu thereof "husband's, or parent's";

(4) inserting in paragraph (7) after "husband's," the follow-
ing: "parent's," and by striking out "or husband's" and inserting
in lieu thereof "husband's, or parent's"; and

(5) adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph:
"(10) For purposes of this subsection, 'parent's insurance benefits'

means benefits payable under this section to a parent on the basis of the
wages and self-employment income of an individual entitled to old-age
insurance benefits or disability insurance benefits."

(c) Section 202(r) of such Act is amended—
(1) by striking out "or Husband's" in the heading and inserting

in lieu thereof, "Husband's, or Parent's"; and
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(2) by striking out "or husband's" each time it appears in
paragraphs (1;) and (2) and inserting in lieu thereof, "husband's,
or parent's".

(d) Section 203(d) (1) of such Act is amended by striking out "or
child's" whereever it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "child's, or
parent's' and by striking out "or child" and inserting in lieu thereof
"child, or parent".

(e) Subparagraph (C) of section 202(q) (7) of such Act is
am ended—

(1) by striking out "wife's or husband's insurance benefits" and
inserting in lieu thereof "wife's, husband's, or parent's insurance
benefits", and

(2) by striking out "the spouse" and inserting in lieu thereof
"the individual".

(f) Section 222(b) (3) of such Act is amended—
(1) by striking out "husband's, or child's" wherever it appears

and inserting in lieu thereof "husband's, parent's, or child's", and
(2) by striking out "husband, or child" and inserting in lieu

thereof "husband, parent, or child".
(g) Where—

(1) one or more persons were entitled (without the application
of section 202(j) (1) of the Social Security Act) to monthly bene-
fits under section 202 or 223 of such Act for December 1970 on the
basis of the wages and self-employment income of an individ-
ual, and

(2) one or more persons are entitled to monthly benefits for
January 1971 solely by reason of this section on the basis of such
wages and self-employment income, and

(3) the total of benefits to which all persons are entitled under
such section 202 or 223 on the basis of such wages and self -employ-
inent income for January 1971 is reduced by reason of section
203 (a) of such Act, as amended by this Act (or would, but for the
penultimate sentence of such section 203(a), be so reduced), then
tile amount of the benefit to which each person referred to in
paragraph (1) of the subsection is entitled for months after De-
cember 1970 shall be increased, after the application of such sec-
tion 203(a), to the amount it would have been if the person or per-
sons referred to in paragraph (2) were not entitled to a benefit
referred to in such paragraph (2).

(ii) The amendments made by this section shall apply only with
respect to monthly i:iisurance benefits payable under Section 202 of the
Social Security Act for months after December 1970 and only on the
basis of an applicatiLon filed after September 30 1970.

(i) The requirement in section 202(h) (1) () of the Social Se-
curity Ac.t that proof of support be filed within two years after a speci-
fied date in order to establish eligibility for parent's insurance benefits
shall, insofar as such requirement applies to cases where applications
under such subsection are filed by parents on the basis of the wages
and self-employment income of an individual entitled to old-age or
disability insurance 1:enefits, not apply if such proof of support is filed
within two years after the date of enactment 'of this Act.

INCREASED WIDOWS AND WIDOWER'S INSURANCE BENEFITS

SEC. 14. (a) Subsection (e) of section 202 of the Social Security
Act is amended as follows:
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(1) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of such subsection are amended by
striking out "82'/2 per cent of" wherever it appears.

(2) Paragraph (5) of such subsection is amended by striking out
"60" and inserting in lieu thereof "65."

(b) Subsection (f) of section 202 of such Act is amended as follows:
(1) Paragraphs (1) and (3) of such subsection are amended by

striking out "82'/2 percent of" wherever it appears.
(2) Paragraph (6) of such subsection is amended by stnking out

"62" and inserting in lieu thereof "65."
(a) (1) The last sentence of subsection •(c) of section 203 of such

Act is amended by striking out all that follows the semicolon and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: "nor shall any deduction be
made under this subsection from any widow's insurance benefit for
any month in which the widow or surviving divorced wife is entitled
and has not attained age 65 (but oniy if she became so entitled prior
to attainin age 60), or from any widower's insurance benefit for
any month in which the widower is entitled and has not attained age
65 (but only if he became so entitled prior to attaining age 62).".

(2) Subparagraph (D) of section 203(f) (1) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

"(D) for which individual is entitled to widow's insurance
benefits and has not attained age 65 (but only if she became so
entitled prior to attaining age 60), or widower's insurance benefits
and has not attained age 65 (but only if he became so entitled prior
to attaining age 62) , or".

(d) Subsection (q) of section 202 of such Act, as amended by this
Act, is further amended as follows:

(1) That part of paragraph (1) of such subsection which precedes
subparagraph (C) is amended to read as follows:

"(q) (1) If the first month for which an individual is entitled to
an old-age, wife's, husband's, parent's, widow's, or widower's insurance
benefit is a month before the month in which such individual attains
retirement age, the amoimt of such benefit for each month shall, sub-
ject to the succeeding paragraphs of this subsection, be reduced—

"(A) for each month of such entitlement within the 36-month
period immediately preceding the month in which such individual
attains retirement age, by

"(i) 5/9 of 1 percent of such amount if such benefit is an
old-age Insurance benefit, 25/36 of 1 percent of such amount.
if such benefit is a wife's, husband's, or parent's insurance
benefit, or 35/72 of 1 percent of such amount if such benefit
is a widow's or widower's insurance benefit, multiplied by

"(ii) the number of such months in (I) the reduction pe-
riod for such benefit. (determined under paragraph (6) (A)),
if such benefit is for a month before the month in which
such individual attains retirement age, or (II) the adjusted
reduction period for such benefit (determined under para-
graph (7)), if such benefit is for the month in which such
individual attains retirement age or for any month there-
after, and—

"(B) for each month of the 24-month period for which a
widow, or widower, is entitled to a widow's or widower's insur-
ance benefit immediately preceding the month in which such
individual attains age 62, the amount. of such individual's widow's
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or widower's benefit as reduced under subparagraph (A) shall
be further reduced by—

"(1) % of 1 percent of such reduced benefit, multiplied
by

"(ii) the number of such months in (I) the reduction
period for such benefit, if such benefit is for a month before
the month in which such individual attains age 62, or (II) the
adjusted reduction period for such benefit (determined un-
der paragraph (7)), if such benefit is for the month in which
such individual attains retirement age or for any month
thereafter.

"A widow's or widower's insurance benefit reduced pursuant to the
preceding sentence shall be further reduced by—".

(2) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is amended by striking out
"paragraphs (1) and (4)" and inserting in lieu thereof "paragraphs
(1), (3), and (4)".

(3) Paragraph (3) of such subsection is amended by—
(A) striking out subparagraph (F), and
(B) redesignating subparagraph (G) as subparagraph (F),

striking out of such subparagraph "(when such first month occurs
before the month in which such individual attains the age of
62)", and striking out "age 62" and inserting in lieu thereof
"age 65".

(4) Paragraph (9) of such subsection is amended to read as
follows:

"(9) For purposes of this subsection, the term 'retirement age'
means age 65.".

(e) Subsection (r) of section 202 of such Act, as amended by this
Act, is further amended as follows:

(1) by striking out "Husband's, or Parent's" in the heading
and inserting i:ri lieu thereof "Husband's, Parent's, Widow's, or
Widower's"; and

(2) by striking out "husband's, or parent's" each time it ap-
pears in paragraphs (1) and (2) and inserting in lieu thereof
"husband's, pai:ent's, widows, or widower's.".

(f) In the case of an individual who is entitled (without the appli-
cation of section 202(j) (1) and 223(b)) to widow's or widower's
insurance benefits for the month of December 1970, if such inch-
vidual's entitlement to such benefits began with a month after the
month he attained age 62, the.Secretary shall redetermine the amount
of such benefits under the provisions of this section as if these pro-
visions had been in effect for the first month of such individual's
entitlement to such benefits.

(g) The amendments made by this section shall be effective for
mont;hly benefits for months after December 1970.



COST ESTIMATES

SEPTEMBER 25, 1969.
Memorandum.
To: Mr. Robert M. Ball, Commissioner of Social Security.
From: Robert J. Myers, Chief Actuary.
Subject: Summary results of new cost estimates for present. OASDI

and HI systems and for President's proposal.
This memorandum will summarize the results of the new cost esti-

mates for the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance system that
have just now been comp]eted. At the same time, it is essential that
the current actuarial situation of the Hospital Insurance system should
be considered simultaneously. Although the revision of the HI cost
estimates has not yet been completed, preliminary estimates have been
made, and these should be close to the final result.s that will be pro-
duced subsequently. Information will also be presented as to the cost
aspects of the proposal just made by President Nixon.

It will be recalled that the cost estimates for the OASDI system
which were contained in the 1969 Trustees Report showed a positive
long-range actuarial balance (that is, a financial surplus) of 53 per-
cent of taxable payroll. The new cost estimates show that this positive
balance is increased to 1.16 percent of taxable payroll. The principal
reasons for this change, and the amount that each contributes to the
Increase of .63 percent of taxable payro]l in the financial surplus,
are as follows:

(1) The use of a higher earnings-level assumption (namely,
1969 earnings as against 1968 earnings)—.22 percent of taxable
payroll.

(2) The use of a higher interest-rate assumption (namely, 43/4
percent as against 41/4 percent)—.11 percent of taxable payroll.

(3) The use of higher labor-force participation rates for both
men and women (based on recent actual experience), which,
because of the weighted benefit formula and the provision pre-
venting, in essence, receipt. of benefits on more than one earnings
record, results in a greater increase in estimated income than
in estimated outgo—.23 percent. of taxable payroll.

(4) Update of other factors—.07 percent of taxable payroll.
Now, turning to the cost. estimates for the HI system, it will be

recalled that the estimates contained in the 1969 Trustees Report
showed a negative long-range actuarial balance (that is, a financial
deficit) of .29 percent of taxable payroll. The preliminary new cost
estimates show that this negative balance has become larger—namely,
—.77 percent of taxable payroll. The principal reasons for this change
are as follows:

(1) The use of higher hospital utilization rates as the initial
1969 base and the introduction of an assumption that these rates
will increase gradually over tile next decade (at an average an-
nual rate of about 1 percent), both of which assumptions are

(38)
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based on an extensive analysis of recent operating experience.
(2) The use of higher assumed increases in hospital per diem

costs than previously assumed (namely, 15 percent for 1969,
14 percent for 1970, 13 percent for 1971, grading down to 4 per-
cent after 1977, as compared with the previous assumption of
12 percent for 1969, 9 percent for 1970, 71/2 percent for 1971,
grading down to 31/2 percent after 1974), which assumption is
based on analysis and projection of recent operating and other
experience.

Offsetting slightly the foregoing increased-cost assumptions for the
HI cost estimates are several other changed assumptions, including
the following:

(1) The use of a higher interest. rate (namely, 5 percent as
against 41/9 percent).

(2) A reduction in the estimated cost. of the extended care f a-
cility benefits (since the previous estimate seems to have included
the assumption of too rapid an increase in the utilization of such
benefits).

(3) As in the OASDI estimates, higher labor-force participa-
tion rates and a higher initial payroll-tax base and higher as-
sumed increases in future earnings levels (for example, ultimately,
4 percent per year as against 3/2 percent used previously).

Finally, I might point out that an increase in the taxable earnings
base from the present; $7,800 per year would have a favorable effect
on the financing of both tile OASDI and HI systems. For example, a
change to $9,000 would increase the positive actuarial balance of the
OASDI system by .23 percent of taxable payroll and would decrease
the negative actuarial balance of the HI system of .17 percent of tax-
able payroll.

President Nixon has proposed that the benefit provisions of the
OAST)I system should be ehanged in the following manner:

(1) An across-the-board l)eneflt increase of 10 percent..
(2) A modification of the retirement test, so that tile annual

exempt amount would he increased from $1,680 to $1,800, and tile
"$1 for $2" reduction would apply to all earnings in excess of tile
annual exempt an:tount (instead of only to the first $1,200 above
the normal exempt amount, as in present law).

(3) Payment of dependent pa].ent's benefits with respect to
old-age beneficiar:ies and disability beneficiaries.

(4) Increase from age 18 to age 22 the limit before which adult
children must have been disabled in order to receive child's
benefits.

(5) Modify the retirement test as it applies to the year of at-
tainment of age 72, so that earnings in and after the month of
attamment are not counted against the annual test.

(6) Have an age-62 computation point for men, instead of
age 65 (that. is, having the same point for men that women have
under present law).

(7) Pay widow's benefits of 100 percent of the PTA when first
payable at or after age 65, graded clown to 821/2 percent when first
claimed at age 62.
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(8) Increase in the taxable earnings base from $7,800 to $9,000,
effective for 1972; thereafter, automatic adjustment of the earn-
ings base in accordance with changes in the level of wages in
covered employment.

(9) Automatic adjustment of the OASDI benefits in accord-
ance with changes in the cost of living and automatic adjustment
of the annual exempt amount of the retirement test in accordance
with changes in the level of wages in covered employment; inso-
far as the OASDI system is concerned, the cost of these benefit
changes would be financed by the automatic adjustment of the
earnings base, while insofar as the HI system is concerned, the
additional financing due to the automatic adjustment of the earn-
ings base would have a significant effect on its actuarial status.

(10) Changes in the contribution schedules, as shown in table I.
Under the President's proposal, the long-range actuarial balance of

the OASDI system is estimated to be — .09 percent of taxable payroll,
while the corresponding figure for the HI program is + .06 percent of
taxable payroll. Both of these relatively small balances are within the
limits generally acceptable, and so the proposal is in actuarial balance.

Table 2 shows the progress of the combined OASI and DI trust
funds and of the HI trust fund for fiscal years 1970—73 under present
law. Table 3 gives similar data for the President's proposal.

ROBERT J. MYERS.

TABLE 1—COMPARISON OF PRESENT AND PROPOSED CONTRIBUTION SCHEDULES

(In percent

Period

Combined employer-employee Self-employed

Present Proposed Present Proposed

OASDI rate:
1970
1971—72 2

8. 4 6. 3 6. 3

1973—74
8. 6.9 6. 3

1975—76
8.4 7.0 6.3

1977—79
9.2 7.0 6.9

1980—86
10. 9. 6 7. 0 7. 0

1987 and after
10.0 9.8 7.0 7.0

HI rate:
10.0 7.0 7.0

1970
1971—72

1.2 .6 .6

1973-74
1.2 1.8 6 .9

1975 1.3
1.8 .65 .9

1976—79
1.8

1980—86
1.8 .7 .9

1997 and after
1.8 .8 .9

Combined OASOI—HI rate:
1.8 .9 .9

1970
1971—72

9.6 6.9 6.9

1973—74
10.2 7.5 7.2

1975
10.2 7.65 7.2

1976
11.0 7.65 7.8

1977—79
11.0 7.7 7.8

1980—86
11.4 7.7 7.9

1987 and alter 11.8
11.6
11.8

7.8
7.9

7.9
7.9
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TABLE 2.—ESTIMATED 3HORT-RANGE PRDGRESS OF TRUST FUNDS UNDER PRESENT LAW

[In billions]

Cestribe-
Fiscal year tion income

other
income I

Benefit
eetgs

Other Fend at end
netge 5 Net income et year

OASDI trest fends:
1970 $33. 4 $1. 8 $27. 3 $1. 2 $6. 8 $38. 7

1971 36.3 2.3 28.4 L2 8.9 47.6
1972 40.3 2.8 29.6 1.2 12.3 59.9
1973 43.9 3.5 30.7 9.3 15.4 75.3

HI trest fend:
1970 4.7 .8 5.2 .1 .2 2.2
1971 4. 9 1. 0 6. 2 . 1 —. 5 L7
1972 5.2 .8 7.3 .1 —1.5 .2
1973 5. 6 . 7 8. 5 . 1 —2. 2

I Interest income, payments from general tend ter nasiasered persens and military service wage credits, and (fer HI)
payments 1mm railroad retirement system.

Administrative espesses and (for OASDI) payments to railrsad retirement system.

TABLE 3.—ESTIMATED SHORT-RANGE PROGRESS OF TRUST FUNDS UNDER PROPOSAL

fIn billions]

Centrihu- Other Benefit Other
5

Fesd at end
income etFiscal year ties iscome income' nstge oetge year

OASDI trest tends:
1970 $33. 4 $1. 8 $20. 0 $1. 2 $6. 1 $38. 0

1971 34.7 2.1 31.6 1.3 3.9 4L9
1972 37.0 2.3 34.0 1.4 3.9 45.7

1973 40.9 2.6 35.2 1.4 6.8 52.6

HI trest tend:
1970 4.7 .9 5.2 .1 .2 2.2

1971 6.0 Li 6.2 .1 .7 2.9
1972 7.6 .9 7.3 .1 1.2 4.2
1973 0.6 1.0 0.5 .1 LO 5.2

'Interest isceme, payments from general fend fer sesinsered persons asd military service wage credits, and (for HI)
payments frem railread retirement system.

Administrative espenses and (for OASDI) payments to railread retirement system.



Explanation of the Bill

STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF IIIiALT1I, EDUCATION, ANI) WElFARE
ROBERT H. iixcii IN EXPLANATION OF TIlE PIiOI'OSED FAMiLY As-
slsrANCE ACT OF 1969

The family assistance pian is a revolutionary effort to• reform a
welfare system in crisis. 'With this program and the administration's
proposed food stamp plan, the Federal Government launches a new
strategy—an income strategy—to deal with our most critical domestic
problems. For those among the poor who can become self -supporting,
this strategy offers an avenue to greater income through expanded
work incentives, training, and employment opportunities. For those
who cannot work, there is a more adequate level of Federal support.

If the family assistance and food stamp proposals are enacted, we
will have reduced the poverty gap in this country by some 59 percent.
In other words, these two programs taken together will cut by almost
60 percent the difference between the total income of all poor Amer-
icans and the total amount they would have to earn in order to rise
out of poverty. In one particular category of the poor, that of couples
over 65 years of age, the family assistance plan will in fact raise
recipients' incomes above the poverty line altogether. This income
strategy includes an administration proposal for a 10-percent increase
in social security benefits, coupled with an automatic cost of living
escalator. This is a real war on poverty and not just a skirmish.

I. THE FAILURE OF WELFARE

In August 8 the President addressed the Nation and called the
present welfare system a failure. He said:

"Whether measured by the anguish of the poor themselves, or by
the drastically mounting burden on the taxpayer, the present welfare
system has to be judged a colossal failure. * *

"What began on a small scale in the depression 1930's has become
a huge monster in the prosperous 1960's. And the tragedy is not only
that it is bringing States and cities to the brink of financial disaster,
but also that it is failing to meet the elementary human, social, and
financial needs of the poor."

The failure of the system is most evident in the recent increases in
welfare costs and caseloads. In this decade alone, total costs for the
four federally aided welfare programs have more than doubled, to a
level now of about $6 billion.

In the aid for families with dependent children program (AFDC),
costs have more than tripled since 1960 (to about $4 billion at the
present time) and the number of recipients has more than doubled
(to some 6.2 million persons).. Even more disturbing is the fact thatthe proportion of persons on AFDC is growing. In the 15 yearssince 1955, the proportion of children receiving assistance hasdou-

blecl—from 30 children per 1,000 to about 60 per 1,000 at present.
(42)
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Prospects for the future show no likelihood for relief from the
present upward spiral. By conservative estimates, AFDO costs will
double again by fiscal year 1975, and caseloads will increase by 50
to 60 percent. Yet, the great irony is that despite these crushing costs,
benefits remain below adequate levels in most States.

Moreover, the present AFDC program is built to fail. It. embodies a
set of inequities which help to cause its own destruct.ioii. First, it is
characterized by u:ajustifiable discrepancies as between regions of the
country. With no national standards for benefit levels and eligibility
practices, AFDC payments now vary from an average of $39 per
month for a family of four in Mississippi to $263 for snc.h a. family in
New Jersey.

Second, it is inequitable in its treatment of male-headed families as
opposed to those. headed by a female. In no State is a male-headed f am-
ily, where the mother is also in the home and the father is working full
time for poverty wages, eligible for AFDC. In half the States, even
families headed by unemployed males are still not eligible under the
AFDC—UF program. On the. other hand, families in poverty headed
by women working full or part time are almost universally covered.
The result of this unfortunate discrimination is the creation of a power-
ful economic incentive for the father to leave home so that the State
may better support his family than he can. For example, if a. father
employed full time in a. low wage job is able to earn only $2,000 per
year, and welfare in the State would pa.y a fatherless family $3,000
ler year, his wife and children are financially 50 percent better off if
lie leaves home. And this financial incentive has taken its toll. In 1940,
only 30 percent of the families on AFDC had absent. fathers, but today
the figure stands at over 70 percent.

Third, AFDC imposes inequities between those who work and those
who do not. Because families in poverty headed by working men are
not covered, it is easily possible for such a working family to be less
well off than the welfare family. And what could be more debilitating
to the motivation to work to see the opportunity for one's family to be
better off on welfare? Moreover, the present system further undercuts
the incentive to work by reducing welfare payments too rapidly and by
too much as the head of the household begins to work.

I:t. THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE 1'LAN

rrliis administration began its formal inquiries into welfare reform
even before the inauguration. From the report of tbe transition task
force on welfare to the present time, a number of reform proposals have
been considered. The final result reflects the best efforts of many dif-
ferent people in and out of government and in different Federal
agencies.

This analysis led us to the. conclusion that revolutionary structural
reform in the system is required. The first priority of the family assist-
amice plan has been to remove, or at least minimize the inequities of
present welfare policies. It is designed to strengthen family life and
incentives for employment. This strategy may not pay off immediately,
but unless this investment is made now, fundamental reform will be
even more expensive in the future.

The family assistance plan provides fiscal relief for hard-pressed
States and at the same time raises benefit levels for recipients in those
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areas where they are lowest. Of the $2.9 billion made avai]able in new
funds under the plan for benefits to families and to aged, blind and
disabled adults, an estimated $700 million wil.l have the effect of pro-
viding fiscal relief for the States and about $300 million will be for
benefit increases for present recipients. But these goals, it must be said,
cannot be our first priority at the present time. There are others who
wouJd invest more of our available resources in benefit increases or in
a federalization of the program designed to provide maximum fiscal
relief to the States. These ares not easy priorities to weigh and
balance, but we have concluded that—whi]e those other approaches
might be politically more popular in many respects—they only pour
more Federal money into a system doomed to failure. The system must
be changed, not just its payment levels or the divisioii of labor be-
tween the Federal and State governments within it.

The technical operation of the family assistance plan is described in
the attached summary. This memorandum will review its major
purposes.

First, it combines powerful work requirements and work incen-
tives for employable recipients. By including the working poor—
families in poverty headed by men working full time—the new plan
much reduces and in many cases eliminates the inequity of treatment
between those who work and those who do not. Second, by making it
possible for a family to earn $60 per month without any reduction of
benefits, a recipient will have a strong financial incentive to enter
employment and will be able to recoup his expenses of going to work
without a drop in total income. Third, the program includes a strong
work requirement: those able-bodied persons who refuse a training or
suitable job opportunity lose their benefits. For this reason, the pro-
gram is not a guaranteed annual income. It does not guarantee bene-
fits to persons regardless of their attitudes; its support is reserved to
those who are willing to support themselves. The work requirement is
made effective by a new obligation of work registration. In order to be
eligible for benefits, applicants must first register with their employ-
ment service office so that training and job opportunities can he effi-
ciently communicated to them. Mothers with children under 6 are,
however, exempted from this requirement of work and w-ork regis-
tration and may elect to stay at home with their children without any
loss in benefits.

Second, the family assistance plan treats male and female-headed
families equally. All families with children, whether headed by a male
or female, will receive benefits if family income and resources aie
below the national eligibility levels. From this structural change in
coverage flows one of the key advantages of the program in terms
of family stability. No longer would an unemployed father have to
leave the home for his family to qualify for benefits. In fact, the
family is better off with him at home since its benefits are increased
by his presence. And for employed men, the system greatly reduces
and in some cases reverses the financial incentive to desert. In the
example cited above of the father ea.rning $2,000 in a State where his
family would receive $3,000 on welfare, the family assistance plan
would supplement his wages by $960, giving the family $2,960 in
income and eliminating the financial incentive for the father to leave
home.
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Third, the program establishes a national minimum payment and
national eligibility standards and methods of administration. For a
dependent family of four, the Federal benefit floor will be $1,800 per
year. When benefits under the President's food stamp proposal are
also taken into account, the assistance package for such a family is
about $2;350 per year, or more than two-thirds of the poverty line as it
has been most recently redefined. This is not, of coursc, a sufficient
amount to sustain an adequate level of life for those who have no
other income; it is9 nevertheless, a substantial improvement and can
be made more adequate as! budget conditions permit. As a result of the
establishment of the Federal benefit floor of $1,600, payment levels
will be raised in 10 States and for about 20 percent of present
recipients.

For the aged, blind, and disabled, a nationwide income floor would
be set at $90 per month per person of benefits plus other income. This
comes on a yearly basis to $2,160 for two persons, an amount which is
actually above the poverty line for an aged couple. This represents an
important change which we have made in the program since the Presi-
dent announced it on August 8, when the minimum for the adult cate-
gories was set at $65.

Perhaps at least as important as the establishment of national mini-
mum benefit levels, however, is the provision of national eligibility
standa.rds and administrative procedures to govern the family assist-
ance and State supplementary payment programs. For the first time,
a single set of rules will apply throughout the Nation, although the
States will remain free to administer their supplementary payment
programs under these uniform rules if they so desire. (The preexisting
State standards of need and payment levels will still continue to con-
trol in the supplementary payment programs with regard to eligibility
and amount of benefits.)

States will be given the option, for both the supplementary pay-
ment and the adult category programs, to contract with the Social
Security Administration for Federal assumption of some or all of
the administrative burdens under these programs. In this way, we
should be able to move toward a single administrative mechanism
for transfer payments, taking advantage of all the economies of scale
which such an automated and nationally administered system can
have. The eventual transfer of the food stamp program to the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare—as previously proposed by
the administration-—should further enhance this administrative sim-
plification.

Fourth, the plan includes over $600 million for a major expansion
of training and day care opportunities. Some 150,000 new7 training op-
portunities will be funded under the legislation, which, when com-
bined with the proposed Manpower Training Act in a simplified and
decentralized framework, should greatly broaden the opportunities
for self-support for recipients. Some 450,000 quality child care posi-
tions are also funded in a new and flexible program which further
extends the administration's commitment to the first 5 years of life.

Fifth, the family assistance plan provides major fiscal relief for the
States. An estimated $700 million of the $2.9 billion in new Federal
money being made available for expanded cash hesistance will go to
the States in the form of savings on their existing welfare costs. For
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5 years from the date of enactment, every State is assured fiscal relief
at least equal to 10 1ercent. of what its costs would have been under
the old welfare program. When these savings are combined with the
new money going to the States through the training and child care
components and through the. separate revenue sharing program, major
relief for State governments is produced. In particular, by including
the working poor within the family assistance plan, we are establishing
a wholly Federal responsibility for a category of potential recipients
which an increasing number of States are beginning to assist at their
own initiative. Some seven States now have statewide programs of
relief for the working poor and another eight States have local or
experimental programs directed to these people—all entirely at State
expense. By establishing a Federal program to cover the working poor,
we are relieving the States of what seems to be the next likely increase
in costs and coverage.

III. IMPACT OX OTHER PROGRAMS

The family assistance plan has a major impact on several other Fed-
eral programs bearing on the poor.

First, we have changed the treatment of unearned income compared
to the present welfare system so that the recipient of family assistance
benefits loses only 50 cents from his benefit for each dollar of uiiearned
income received. This results in the elimination of an important
inequity which, for example, would make a female-headed family of
four ineligible for family assistance benefits if it received $1,700 per
year in alimony or support payments, but would pay that family a
benefit if the husband were at home and earning $1,700 per year. It
also has an important impact on other Federal programs such as
Old Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance, and Unemployment
Insurance by eliminating the dollar-for-dollar loss in benefits under
welfare as income from these other programs is received.

Second, this legislation amends title XIX (medicaid) •to extend
mandatory coverage under that program to the AFDC—UF category.
It is not possible at this time to include the working poor adults in
medicaid even though they are added to public assistance coverage
under family assistance.

Third, family assistance has been carefully harmonized with the
food stamp program. As has already been stated, the benefits under
these two programs are additive, so that a family of four receives
a package of family assistance and food stamp subsidies totaling
about $2,350. Moreover, the eligibility ceilings have been set at vir-
tually the same point—$4,000 for a family of four—and both pro-
grams would now extend coverage to the -working poor.

Finally, certain changes in the programs of services for AFDC recip-
ients under title. IV of the Social Security Act are necessitated as a
result of the. family assistance plan. The Department of Health, Edu-
cation; and Welfare will be submitting more comprehensive amend-
ments on the service program shortly. These amendments will in-
dude an expanded program of assistance to the States for foster care.
In the meantime, however. w-e are leaving the present AFDC services
provisions intact and retaining the 75 percent Federal matc]iing for
the financing of these programs.



Summary of the Bill

Su1%rMurr OF PIiOPOSED FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1969

TITLE I—FAuLy ASSISTANCE PLAN

ESTABLISIIMENT OF PLAN

Section 101 of the bill adds new parts D, E, and F to title IV of
the Social Security Act, establishing a new family assistance plan
providing for payment of family assistance benefits by the Secretary
of Health, Education, and 'Welfare and supplementary payments by
the States.
Eligibility and amount

The new part P of title IV of the Social Security Act authorizes
benefits to families with children payable at the rate of $500 per year
for each of the first two members of a family plus $300 for each
acid itional member.

The family assistance benefit would be reduced by nonexcluded
income, so that families with more nonexcludable income than these.
benefits ($1,600 for a family of four) would not be eligible for any
benefits.

A family with more than $1,500 in resources, other than the home,
household goods, personal effects, and other property essential to the
family's capacity for se] f-support, would also not be eligible.

Countable income would include both earned income (remuneration
for employment and net earnings from self-employment) and un-
earned income.

In determining income the following would be excluded (subject,
in some cases, to lirnii;ations by the Secretary)

(1) All incon:ie of a student;
(2) Inconsequential or infrequent or irregular income;
(3) Income needed to offset necessary child care costs while in

training or working;
(4) Earned income of the family at the rate of $720 per year

plus one-half the remainder;
(5) Food stamps and other public assistance or private charity;
(6) Special training incentives and allowances;
(7) The tuition portion of scholarships and fellow-ships;
(8) Home produced and consumed produce;
(9) One-half of other unearned income.

Veterans pensions, farm price supports, and soil bank payments
would not 'be excludable income to any extent and would, 'therefore,
result. in reduction of benefits on a dollar-for-dollar basis.

Eligibility for and 'amount of benefits would be determined quar-
terly on the basis of estimates of income for the quarter, made in the
light of the preceding period's income as modified in the light of
changes in circumstances and conditions.

(47)
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Definition of family and child
To qualify for family assistance plan benefits a family must consist

of two or more related individuals living in their own home and resid-
ing in the United States and one must be an unmarried child (i.e.,
under the age of 18, or under the age of 21 and regularly attending
school).
Payment of benefits

Payment may be made to any one or more members of the qualified
family. The Secretary would prescribe regulations regarding the filing
of applications and supplying of data to determine eligibility of a
family and the amounts for which the family is eligible. Beneficiaries
would be required to report events or changes of circumstances affect-
ing eligibility or the amount of benefits.

When reports by beneficiaries are delayed too long or are too in-
accurate, part or all of the resulting benefit payments could be treated
as recoverable overpayments.
l?egistration for work and referral for training

Eligible adult family members would be required to register with
public employment offices for manpower services and training or em-
ployment unless they belong to specified excepted groups. However,
a person in an excepted group may register if he wishes.

The exceptions are: (1) ill, incapacitated, or aged persons; (2) the
caretaker relative (usually the mother) of a child under six; (3) the
mother or other female caretaker of the child if an adult male (usually
the father) who would have to register is there; (4) the caretaker for
an ill household member; and (5) full-time workers.

Where the individual is disabled, referral for rehabilitation services
would be made. Provision is also made for child care services to the
extent the Secretary finds necessary in case of participation in man-
power services, training, or employment.
Denial of benefits

Family assistance benefits would be denied with respect to any
member of a family who refuses without good cause to register or to
participate in suitable manpower services, training, or employment.
If the member is the only adult, he would be included as a family
member but only for purposes of determining eligibility of the family.
Also, in appropriate cases, the remaining portion of the family as-
sistance benefit would be paid to an interested person outside the
family.
On-the-job training

The Secretary would transfer to the Department of Labor funds
which would otherwise be paid to families participating in employer-
compensated on-the-job training if they were not participating. These
funds would be available to pay the training costs involved.

STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

Required supplementation
The individual Sta.tes would have to agree to supplement the family

assistance benefits under a new part E of title IV of the Social Se-
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curity Act wherever the family assistance benefit level is below the
previously existing Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
payment level. This supplementation is a condition which the State
must meet in order to continue to receive Federal payments with re-
spect to maternal and child health and crippled children's services
(title V) and with respect to their State plans for aid to the aged, blind,
and disabled (title XVI), medical assistance (title XIX), and serv-
ices to needy families with children (part A of title IV). Such "sup-
plementation" would be required to families eligible for family as-
sistance benefits other than families where both parents are present,
neither is incapacitated, or the father is not unemployed. The States
would thus be required to supplement in the case of individuals eligi-
ble under the old AFDC and AFDC—UF provisions; they would not
have to supplement in case of the working poor.

Arnoust of supplementation
Except as indicated below and, except for use of the State stand-

ard of need and payment maximums, eligibility for and amount of
supplementary pay:rnents would be determined by use of the rules
applicable for family assistance benefits.

In applying the family assistance rules to the disregarding of income
under the supplementary payment program—

(1) in the case of earned income of the family, the State
would first disregard income at the rate of $720 per year, and
would then be permitted to reduce its supplementary payment
by 162/3 cents for every dollar of earnings over the range of earn-
ings between $720 per year and the cutoff point for family as-
sistance (i.e., $3,920 for a family of four), and could further re-
duce its supplementary payments by an amount equal to not
more than 80 cents for every dollar of earnings beyond that
family assistance cutoff point.

(2) in the case of unearned income, these same percentage re-
ductions would apply, although the initial $720 exclusion would
not apply.

Requirements for agreements
Some of the State plan requirements now applicable in the case

of Aid and Services to Needy Families with Children would be made
applicable to the agreement. These include the requirements relating
to:

(1) statewideness;
(2) administration by a single State agency;
(3) fair hearing to dissatisfied claimants;
(4) methods of administration needed for proper and efficient

operation, including personnel standards, training, and effective
i.ise of subprofessional staff;

(5) reporting to Secretary as required;
(6) confidentiality of information relating to applicants and

recipients;
(7) opportunity to apply for and prompt furnishing of sup-

pl ement.ary payments.
Pa?fmei ts to States

A State agreeing to make the supplementary payments would be
guaranteed that its expenditures for the first 5 full fiscal years after
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enactment would be no more than 90 percent of the amount they
would have been if the family assistance plan amendments had not been
enacted. This would be accomplished by Federal payment to each
State, for each year, of the excess of—

(1) the total of its supplementary payments for the year plus
the State share of its expenditures called for under its existing
State plan approved under title XVI plus the additional expendi-
tures required by the new title XVI, over

(2) 90 percent of the State share of what, its expenditures
would have been in the form of maintenance payments for such
year if the State's approved plans under titles I, IV (A), X, XIV,
and XVI had continued in effect (assuming in the case of the part
A of title IV plan, payments for dependent children of un-
employed fathers).

On the other hand, any State spending less than nO percent of the
State share, referred to in clause (2) above, for supplementary pay-
ments and its title XVI plan would be required to pay the amount of
the deficiency to the Federal treasury.

A State would also receive one-half of its cost of administration
under its agreement.

\DMIXISTR.\TIOX
A qreenients with States

Sucient latitude is provided to deal with the individual adminis-
trative characteristics of the States. Provision is made under which the
Secretary can agree to administer and disburse the supplementary pay
ments on behalf of the States. Similarly the States can agree to ad-
minister portions of the family assistance l)lafl on behalf of the Secre-
tary, with respect to all or specified families in the. States.
E?'a7uotion, research, trazn'nq

The Secretary would make an annual report to Congress on the new
family assistance plan, including an evaluation of its operation. He
would also have authority to make periodic evaluations of its operation
and to use part of the program funds for this purpose.

Research into and demonstrations of better ways of carrying out
the purposes of the new- plan, as well as technical assistance to the.
States and training of their personnel who are involved in making
supplementary payments, would also be authorized.
Specia7 7? ov?szOn-c for Puerto Rko. the frqhi Jslard.u. aRd Guell?

There are special provisions for these areas under which the amount
of family assistance benefits, the 20 of earned income to be dis-
regarded. and several other aniounts under the family assistance I)lan
and the new title XVI of the Social Security Act (aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled) would be i-educed to the extent that. the per capita
income of these areas is below- that of that one of the O States which
had the lowest per capita income.

TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, AND I)\Y-CARE PROGRAMS

Section 102 of the administration bill would 1ej)lace part C of title
IV of the Social Security Act in its entirety.

The purpose of the revised part C is to provide manpow-er servhes,
training, and employment, and child care and related services for in-
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divicluals e] igiblu :l'or the new family ssistance plan benefits (new
part D) or State supplementary payments (new part E) t.o help them
secure or retain employment or advancement in employment. The
intent is to do this in a manner which will restore families with cle-
penclnt children to self-supporting, independent, and useful roles
in the community.
Operation

The Secretary of Labor is required to develop an employability plan
for each individual required to register imder the new Pelt D or re-
ceiving supplementary payments pursuant to the new part E. The plan
would describe the manpower services, training, and employment to
be provided and needed to enable the individual to become self-sup-
porting or attain advancement in emplojment.
Allowances

The Secretary of Labor would pay an incentive training allowance
of $30 per month to each member of a family participating in man-
power training. Where training allowances for a family undem another
program would be larger than their benefits under the family assist-
ance plan and suppiemontary State payments, the incentive allowances
for the family would be equal to the difference, or $30 per member,
whichever is larger.

Allowances for transportation and other expenses would also be
authorized.

These incentive and other allowances would be in lieu of allowances
under other manpower training programs.

Allowances would not be payable to incfividuals participating in
employer compensa;ted on-the-job training.
Denial of allowances

Allowances would not be payable to an individual w-ho refuses to
accept manpower training without good cause. The individual would
receive reasonable notice and have an opportunity for a hearing if
dissatisfied with the denial.
Utilization of other programs

In order to avoid the creation of duplicative programs. inaxinitini
use of authorities under other acts would be made by the Secretary of
Labor in providing the manpower training and related services under
the revised part C, but subject to all duties and responsibilities under
such cther programs. Part C appropriations could be used to pay the
cost of services provided by other programs and to reimburse other
public agencies for services they provided to persons under part C.
The emphasis is on an integrated and comprehensive, manpower
training program involving all sectors of the economy and all levels
of government to make maximum use of existing manpower and man-
power-related prog:rams.
Appropriations and administration

Appropriations to the Secretary of Labor would be authorized for
carrying out the revise,d part C, including payment of up to 90 percent
of the cost of training and employment services provided individuals
registered under the family assistance plan. The Secretary would seek
to achieve equitable geographical distribution of these funds.
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In developing policies and programs for manpower services, train-
ing and employment for individuals registered under the family as-
sistance plan, the Secretary of Labor would have to first obtain the
concurrence of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare with
regard to all programs under the usual and traditional authority of
the Department of I-{ea]th, Education, and 'Welfare.
Child care and support services

Appropriations to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
would be authorized for grants and contracts for up to 90 percent of
the cost of projects for child care and related services for persons
registered under the family assistance plan and in manpower training
or employment. The grants would go to any public or nonprofit pri-
vate agency or organization, and the contracts could be with any pub-
lic or private agency or organization. The cost of these services could
include alteration, remodeling, and renovation of facilities, but no
provision is made for wholly new construction. The Secretary of
Health, Education, and 'Welfare could allow the non-Federal share
of the cost to be provided in the form of services or facilities.

These provisions (unlike other provisions of the bill) would be-
come effective on enactment of the bill.
Advance funding

To afford adequate notice of available funds, appropriations for 1
year to pay the cost of t.he program during the next year would be
authorized.
Evaluation and research

A continuing evaluation of the program under part C and research
for improving it are, authorized.
Annual report and A dv isor?/ Council

The Secretary of Labor is required to report annually to Congress
on the manpower training and related services.

ETAMINATIOX OF PRESENT PROVISIONS ON C.\S1I ASSISTANCE FOR FAMILIES
WITH DEPENDENT OTJILDREN

Section 1O of the bill revises part A of title TV of the Social Secu-
ritv Act which relates to cash assistance and services for needy f am-
ilies with children. The new part A is called services to needy families
with children, reflecting the elimination of the provisions on cash as-
sistance. The cash assistance part is no longer necessary because of the
family assistance plan in the new part D of title IV.

The revised part. A provides for continuation of the present program
of services for these families. Foster care for children and emergency
assistance, as included under existing law, ate also continued.
Bequireni en ts for State plans

Section 402 of the SocialSecurity Act which sets forth the require-
ments to be met by State plans before they are approved and qualify
the State for Federal financial participation in expenditures. would
he revised as appropriate, in the light of the elimination of t.h cash
assistance provisions.
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Payments to States
The provisions on payments to States for expenditures under ap-

proved State plans remain the same as existing law with respect to
services, emergency assistance, and foster care. The matching formulas
continue to vary, as in existing law, according to the kinds of services
involved.
Definitions

The definitions of "family services" and 'emergency assistance to
needy families with children" have not been substantially changed.

The definitions of "dependent child", "aid to families with de-
pendent children", and "relative with whom any dependent child is
living" have been replaced (as no longer applicable) by definitions
of—

(1) "child"—which refers to the definition in the new part D,
establishing the family assistance plan; this in effect substitutes
a requirement that the child be a member of a "family" (as defined
in the new part D) instead of having to live with particularly
designated relatives;

(2) "needy families with children" (and "assistance to such
farnilies")—this being defined as families receiving family as-
sistance benefits under the new part D, if they are also receiving
supplementary State payments pursuant to the new part E or
would have been eligible for aid under the existing State plan for
aid to needy families with children if it had continued in effect.

Foster care and eme'i'geiwy assistance
The provisions on payments for foster care of children and emer-

gency assistance remain virtually the same as under existing law.
Assistance by Internal Revenue Service in locating parents

The provision on this subject remains the same and allows use of
the master files of the Internal Revenue Service to ]ocate missing
parents in certam cases.

Timv IT-—AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

This title revises the current title XVI of the Social Security Act
and sets forth the revised title XVI in its entirety. One of the major
changes is the removal of the provisions relating to medical assistance
for the aged which, under existing law, would terminate at the end
of calendar 1969. All medical assistance for which the Federal G-ov-
ernment shares costs will now be provided under approved title XIX
State plans.
Requirements for State plans

Few changes are made in this section (sec. 1602), aside from
deleting the provisions relating to medical assistance for the aged.
The section retains, without substantial change, the requirements
relating to—

(1) administration by a single State agency (except where a
separate agency is permitted for the blind as under existing
law);

(2) financial participation by the State:
(3) statewicleness;
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(4) opportunity for fair hearing;
(5) methods of administration, including personnel t.andards,

training, and effective use of subprofessional staff;
() reporting to the Secretary as required;
(7) confidentiality of information relating to recipients;
(8) opportunity for application and furnishing of assistance

with reasonable promptness;
(9) establishment and maintenance by the State of standards

for institutions in which there are individuals receiving aid;
(10) description of services provided for self-support or self-

care: and
(11) determination of blindness iy an ophthalmologist or an

optometrist.
The preFe.nt. prohibition against payment to persons in receipt of as-

sistance under title I, TV, X, or XIV would be applicable instead to
cases of receipt of family security benefits under the new part D of
title IV.

The. provision on inclusion of reasonable standards for determining
eligibility and amoi.int. of aid would be replaced by one requiring a min-
imum l)enefit of $90 per' month, less any other income, and by another
requiring that the standard of need not be lower than the standard an-
plied under the State plan approved under the existing title XVI or (in
case the State had not had such a plan) the appropriate one of the
standards of need applied under the plans approved under titles I, X.
and XIV.

While the. requirement relating to the determination of need and clis-
regarding of certain income in connection therewith has been continued
(although without the authorization to disregard $7.50 per month of
any income, in addition to other income which may or must. be disre-
garded), it has been expanded in a manner parallel to family assistance.
benefits to include disregarding as resources the home. household goods,
personal effects, other property which might help to increase the fam-
ily's ability for self-support, and, finally, any other personal or real
property the total value of which does not exceed $1,500. There would
also be a. new requirement for not considering the financial responsibil-
ity of an other individual for the applicant or recinient unless the
applicant is the individual's spouse or child under the age of 21 or
blind or severely disabled, and a prohibition against imposition of liens
on account of benefits correctly paid to recipients.

Other new requirements relate to provision for the training and
effective use of social service, personnel, provision of technical as-
sistance to State agencies and local subdivisions furnishing assistance
or services, and provision for the development, through research or
demonstrations, of new or improved methods of furnishing assistance
or services. Also added is a requirement for use of a simplified state-
ment for establishing eligibility and for adequate and effective meth-
ods of verification thereof. Finally, there are new requirements for
periodic evaluation of the State plan at least annually, with reports
thereof being submitted to the Secretary together with any necessary
modifications of the State plan; for establishment of advisory com-
mittees. including recipients as members; and for observing priorities
and performance standards set by the Secretary in the administration
of the State plan and in providing services thereunder.



The 'present prohibitions against 'any age requirement of mole than
65 years and against any citizenship requirement excluding U.S.
citizens would be continued.

In place of the present provision on residency, there is a new one
which prohibits any residency requirement excluding any resident of
the State. Also there would be new prohibitions 'against any disability
or age requirement which excludes a severely disabled individual 'aged
18 or older, and aiiy blindness or age requirement which excludes any
person who is blind, (determined under criteria by the Secretary).
Payments

In place of the present provision on the Federal share of expendi-
tures under the approved State plan there is a new formula which
provides for payment as follows with respect to expenditures under
State plans for aid to the aged, blind. and disabled approved under
the new title XVI:

With respect to cash assistance, the Federal Government will pay
(1) 100 percent of the first $50 per recipient, plus (2) 50 percent of
the next $15 per recipient, plus (3) 25 percent of the balance of the
payment per recipient which does not exceed the maximum permis-
sible level of assistance per person set by the Secretary (which may
be lower in the case of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam than
for other jurisdicticths).

With respect to services for which expenditures are made under the
approved State plan, the Federal Government would pay the same
percentages as are provided under existing law, that is, 75 percent in
the case of certain specified services and training of personnel and 50
percent in the case of the remainder of the cost of aclministratioii of the
State plan.
Payment by Federal Government to individuals

The revised title XVI includes authority for the Secretary to enter
jut0 agreements with any State under which the Secretary will make
the payments of aid, to the aged, blind, and disabled directly to individ-
imis in the State who are eligible therefor. In that case, the State would
reimburse the Federal Government for the State's share of those pay-
ments and for one-half the additional cost to the Secretary of carrying
out the agreement, other than the cost of making the payments
themselves.
Definition

The new title XVI defines aid to the aged, blind, and disabled as
money payiients to needy individuals who ale 65 or older or are blind
or are severely disabled.
Tlwn8itio'nai and 'related provisions

Titles I, X, and XIV of the Social Security Act would l)e repealed.
Provision is made for making adjustments under the new title XVI

on account of overpayments and underpayments under the existing
public assistance titles.

Provision is also made for according States a grace period during
which they can be eligible to participate in the new title XVI without
changing their tests of disability or blindness. The grace period would
end for any State with the June 30 following the close of the first
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regular session of its State legislature beginning after enactment of
the bill.
Con foi'niing amendments

The bill also contains a number of conforming amendments in other
provisions of the Social Security Act in order to take account of the
substantive changes made by the bill. Thus, the changes in the medic-
aid program (title XIX of the Social Security Act) would require the
States to cover individuals eligible for supplementary State Payments
pursuant to the new part E of title IV or who would be eligible for
cash assistance under an existing State plan for aid to families with
dependent childre.n if it continued in effect and included dependent
children of unemployed fathers.
'ffective date

The amendments made by the bill would become effective on the
first January 1 following the fiscal year in which the bill is enacted.
However, if a State is prevented by statute from making the supple-
mentary payments provided for under the new part E of title IV of
the Social Security Act, the amendments would not apply to indi-
viduals in that State until the first July h which follows the end of
the State's first regular session of its legislature beginning after the
enactment of the bill—unless the State certified before this date that
it is no longer prevented by State statute from making the payments.
In the latter case the amendments would become effective at the
beginning of the first calendar quarter following the certification.

Also, in the case of a State which is prevented by statute from
meeting the requirements in the revised section 1602 of the Social
Security Act, the amendments made in that title would not apply
until the first July 1 following the close of the State's first regular
session of its legislature. beginning after the enactment of the bill—
unless the State submitted before this date a State plan meeting these
requirements. In the latter case the amendments would become effec-
tive on the date of submission of the plan.

Another exception to this effective date provision is made in the
case of the new authorization, in the revised part C of title IV of the
Social Security Act, for provision of child care services for persons
undergoing training or employment—which would be effective on en-
actment of the bill.



PROPOSED WELFARE REFORM BILL

A BILL To authorize a family assistance plan providing basic benefits to low-
income families with children, to provide incentives for employment and train-
ing to improve the apacity for employment of members of such families, to
achieve greater uniformity of treatment of recipients under the Federal-
State public assistance programs and to otherwise improve such programs,
and for other pupo;es.

Be it enacted by the ASenate and Hoise of Representatives of the
United States of America in (Joigress assembled, That this Act, with
the following Table of Contents, may be cited as the "Family Assist-
ance Act of 1969".

FINI:)INGS AND DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

SEC. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds and declares that—
(1) the present federally assisted welfare program provides

benefits which vary widely throughout the country and which
are unconscionably low in many States;

(2) the program for needy families with children is often
administered in ways which are costly, inefficient, and degrad-
ing to personai dignity, and is characterized by intolerable incen-
tives for family breakup, by inadequate encouragements to and
opportunities for those on the welfare rolls to enter job training
and employment so that they may become self-supporting, and
by the inequitable exclusion from assistance of working families
in poverty, especially families headed by a male;

(3) the growth of the welfare rolls threatens the fiscal stability
of the States and the Federal-State partnership; and

(4) in the llLgllt of the harm to individual and family develop-
ment and wellbeing caused by lack of income adequate to sustain
a decent level of life, and the consequent damage to the human
resources of the entire Nation, the Federal Government has a
positive interest and responsibility in assuring the correction of
these problems.

(b) It is therefore the purpose of this Act to fulfill the responsi-
bility of the Federal Government to expand the training and employ-
ment incentives and opportunities, including necessary child care
services, for those public assistance recipients who are members of
needy families with children and who can become self-supporting;
to provide a more adequate level and quality of living through income
support and services for dependent persons and families who, through
no fault of their own, require public assistance; to provide this finan-
cial assistance in a manner designed to strengthen family life and
to establish more nearly uniform national standards of eligibility and
aid; and to move to greater assumption by the Federal Government
of the financial burden of these activities.

(57)
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TITLE I—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

ESTABLIShMENT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

SEC. 101. Title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601, et seq.)
is amended by adding after part C the following new parts:

"PART D—FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

"APPROPRIATIONS

"SEC. 441. For the purposes of providing a basic level of financial
assistance throughout the Nation to needy families with children, in
a manner which will strengthen family life, encourage work training
and self-support, and enhance personal dignity, there is authorized
to be appropriated for each fiscal year a sum sufficient to carry out this
part.

"ELIGIBILITY FOR AND AMOUNT OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

"Eligibility

"SEc. 442. (a) Each family, as defined in section 445—
"(1) whose income, other than income which is excluded pur-

suant to section 443, is less than $500 per year for each of the first 2
members of the family plus $300 per year for each additional mem-
ber, and

"(2) whose resources, other than resources excluded pursuant to
section 444, are less than 1,500.

shall, in accordance with and subject to the other provisions of this
title, be a paid family assistance benefit.

"Amount

"(b) The family assistance benefit for a family shall be payable at
the rate of $500 per year for each of the first two members of the
family plus $300 per year for each additional member thereof reduced
by the amount of income, not excluded pursuant to section 443, of the
members of the family.

"Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam

"(c) For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and Guam, see section 464.

"Period for Determination of Benefits
"(ci) (1) A family's eligibility for and its amount of family as-

sistance benefits shall be determined for each quarter of a. calendar
year. Such determination shall be made on the basis of the Secretary's
estimate of the family's income for such quarter, after taking into ac-
count income for a preceding period and any modifications in income
which are likely to occur on the basis of changes in conditions or
circumstances. Eligibility for and the amount of benefits of a family
for any quarter shall be redetermined at such time or times as may be
provided by the Secretary, such determination to be effective pro-
spectively.
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"(2) The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe the cases in which
and extent to which the amount of a family assistance benefit for any
quarter shall be reduced by reason of the time elapsing since the
beginning of such quarter and before the date of filing of the applica-
tion for the benefit.

"(3) The Secretary may, in accordance with regulations, prescribe
the cases in which and the extent to which income received in one
period (or expenses incurred in one period in earning income) shall,
for purposes of determining eligibility for and amount of family assist-
ance benefits, be considered as received (or incurred) in another period
or periods.

"Special Limits on Gross Income

"(e) The Secretary may, in accordance with regulations, prescribe
the circumstances under which the gross income from a trade or busi-
ness (including farming), will be considered sufficiently large to make
such family ineligible for such benefits.

'INCOME

"Exclusions from Income

"SEc. 443. (a) lIt determining the income of a family t.here shall
be excluded—

"(1) subject to limitations (as to amount or otherwise) pre-
scribed by the Secretary, the earned income of each child in the
family who is, as determined by the Secretary under regulations, a
student regularly attending a school, college, or university, or a
course of vocational or technical training designed to prepare him
for gainful employment;

"(2) (A) t.he total unearned income of all members of a family
which is, as determined in accordance with criteria prescribed by
the Secretary, too inconsequential, or received too infrequently or
irregularly, to be included, and (B) subject to limitations pre-
scribed by the Secretary any earned income which, as determined
in accordance with such criteria, is received too infrequently or
irregularly to be included;

"(3) an amount of earned income of a member of the family
equal to all, or such part (and according to such schedule) as the
Secretary may prescribe, of the cost incurred by such member for
child care which the Secretary deems necessary to securing or con-
tinuing in manpower training, vocational rehabilitation, employ-
ment, or self-employment.

"(4) the first $720 per year (or proportionately smaller amounts
for shorter periods) of the total of earned income (not excluded
by the preceding clauses of this section) of all members of the
family plus one-half of the remainder thereof;

"(5) food stamps or any other assistance which is based on need
and furnished by any State or political subdivision of a State or
any Federal agency or by any private charitable agency or orga-
nization (as determined by the Secretary);

"(6) allowances under section 432(a)
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"(7) any portion of a scholarship or fellowship received for
use in paying the cost of tuition and fees at any educational (in-
cluding technical or vocational education) institution;

"(8) home produce of a member of the family utilized by the
household for its own consumption; and

"(9) one-half of all unearned income (not excluded by the pre-
ceding clauses of this subsection) of all members of the family

The preceding provisions of t.his subsection shall not apply to veterans'
pensions or.to payments to farmers for price support, diversion, or con-
servation. For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, or Guam, see section 464.

"Meaning of Earned and Unearned Income
"(b) For purposes of this part—

"(1) earned income shall include only—
"(A) remuneration for employment, other than remunera-

tion to which section 209 (b), (c), (d), (f), or (k) applies;
"(B) net earnings from self-employment, as defined in sec-

tion 211 other than the second and third sentences follow-
ing clause (C) of subsection (a) (9) and other than clauses
(A), (C), and (E) of paragraph (2) and paragraphs (4),
(5).and (6),of subsection (c)

"(2) unearned income shall include among other things—
"(A) any payments received .as an annuity, pension, retire-

ment, or disability benefit, including veteran's or workmen's
compensation and old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance, railroad retirement, and unemployment benefits;

"(B) prizes and awards;
"(C) the proceeds of any life insurance policy;
"(D) gifts (cash or otherwise), support and alimony pay-

ments, and inheritances; and
"(E) rents, dividends, interest, and royalties.

"1iESOmiCES

"Exclusions from Resources

"SEC. 444. (a) In determining the resources of a family there shall
be excluded:

"(1) the home, household goods, and personal effects;
"(2) other property which, as determined in accordance with

and subiect to limitations in regulations of the Secretary, is so es-
sential to the family's means of self-support as to warrant its
exclusion.

"Disposition of Resources

"(b)The Secretary shall prescribe regulations applicable to the
period or periods of time within which, and the manner in which,
various kinds of property must be disposed of in order not to be
included in determining the family's eligibility for family assistance
benefits. Any portion of thes family's benefits paid for such period or
periods shall be conditioned on such disposal.
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"3iEANING OF FAMILY AND ChILD

"Composition of Family

"SEC. 445. (a) Two ornore individuals—
"(1) who are related by blood, marriage, or adoption,
"(2) who are living in a place of residence maintained by one

or more of them as his or her own home,
(3) who are residents of the United States, and
"(4) at least one of whom is a child who is not married to

another of such individuals,
shall be regarded as a family for purposes of this part and parts A, C,
and E.

"Definition of Child

"(b) For purposes of this part and parts C and E, the term 'child'
means an individual who is (1) under the age of 18 or (2) under the
age of 21 and (as determined by the Secretary under regulations) a
student regularly ati:ending a school, college, or university, or a course
of vocational or technical training designed to prepare him for gainful
employment.

"Members of the Armed Forces

"(c) If an individual is in the Armed Forces of the United States,
then, for purposes cf determining eligibility for and the amount of
family assistance benefits under this part, (1) lie shall not be regarded
as a member of a family, and (2) the spouse and children of such
individual, and such other individuals living in the same place of
residence as such spouse and children as may be specified in accordance
with regulations of the Secretary, shall not be considered members of
a family.

"Determination of Family Relationship

"(d) In determining whether an individual is related by blood,
marriage, or adoption, appropriate State law, as determined in accord-.
ance with regulations of the Secretary, shall be applied.

"Income and Resources of Noncontributing Adult

"(e) For purpose:; of determining eligibility for and the amount of
family assistance benefits for any family there shall be excluded the
income and resources of any individual, other than a child or a parent
of a child (or a spouse of a child or parent), whidh, as determined in
accordance with criteria prescribed by the Secretary, is not available
to other members of the family; and for such purposes, any such indi-
vidual shall not be considered a member of such family.

"Recipients of Aid to the Aged, Blind, and Disabled Ineligible

"(f) If any indiv:idual is receiving aid to the aged, blind and dis-
abled under a State plan approved under title XVI, or if his needs
are taken into accou:at in deteimining the need of another person re
ceiving such aid, then, for the period for which such aid is received,
such individual shall not be regarded as a member of a family for

35—220—69—-----5
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purposes of determining the amount of the family assistance beiiefits
of the family.

PAYMENTS AND 1'ROCEDJIiES

"Payments of Benefits

"SEc. 446. (a) (1) Family assistance benefits shall be paid at such
time or times atid in such installments as the Secretary determines will
best. effectuate the Purposes of this title.

(2) Payment of the family assistance benefit of any family may be
made to any one or more members of the family.

"(3) The Secretary may by regulation establish ranges of incomes
within which a single amount of family assistance benelit shall apply.

"Overpayrnents and Underpayments

"(b) Whenever the Secretary finds that more or ]es than the coi-
rect amount of family assist.ance benefits has been paid with respect
to any family, proper adjustment or recovery shall, subject to the suc-
ceeding provisions of this subsection, be made by appropriate adjust-
ments in future payments of the family or by recovery from or pay-
nient to any one or more of the individuals who are. or were. members
thereof The Secretary shall make such pIO\Tisioji as he flails appro-
priate in t.he case of payment of more than the correct. amount of
benefits with respect to a family with a view to avoiding penalizing
members of the family who were without fault in connection with the
overpayment, if adjustment or recovery on account of such overpay-
ment in such case would defeat the purposes of this part. or he against
equity or good conscience, or (because of the small amount involved)
impede efficient or effective administration of this part.

"Hearings and Review

"(c.) (1) The Secretary shall provide reasonable notice and oppor-
tunity for a hearing to any individual who is or claims to be a member
of a family and is dissatisfied w-ith any determination under this paut
with respect to eligibility of the family for family assitance bene-
fits, the number of members of the family, or the amount of the
benefits.

"(2) Final determination of the Secretary after such hearings shall
be subject to judicial review as provided in section 205(g) to the same
extent as the Secretary's final determinations under section 20.

"Procedures; Pro]-i ibiti on of Assignments

"(ci) The provisions of sections 206 and 20T and subsections (a),
(ci), (e), and (f) of section 205 shall apply with respect to this part
to the same extent as they apply in the case of title II.

"Applications and Furnishing of Information by Families

"(e' (1) The Secretary shall prescribe reiulntions api)IP-able to
families or members thereof with respect to the filing of apj)licat.iOfls,
the furnishing of other data and material, and the reporting of events
and changes in circumstances, as may be necessary to determine eligi-
bility for and amount of family assistance benefits.
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"(2) In order to encourage prompt reporting of events and changes
in circumstances relevant to eligibility for or amount of family as-
sistance benefits, and more accurate estimates of expected income or
expenses by members of families for purposes of such eligibility and
amount of benefits, the Secretary may prescribe the cases in which
and the extent to which—

"(A) failure to so report or delay in so reporting, or
"(B) inaccuracy of information which is furnished by the mem-

bers and on which the estimates of income or expenses for such
purposes are based,

will result in treatment as overpayments of all or any portion of pay-
ments of such benefits for the period involved.

"Furnishing of Information by Other Agencies

"(f) The head of any Federal agency shall provide such informa-
tion as the Secretary needs for purposes of determining eligibility
for or amount of family assistance benefits, or verifying other in-
formation with respect thereto. The Secretary may from time to time
pay to t.he head of such agency, in advance or by way of reimbursement,
as niay be agreed upon, the cost of providing such information.

"REGISTRATION AND REFERRAL OF FAMiLY MEMBERS FOR MANPOWER
sERvicEs, TRAINING, AND EMPLOYMENT

"SEc. 441. (a) Every individual who is a member of a family which
is found to be eligible for family assistance benefits, other than a
member to whom the Secretary finds clause (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), or
(6) of subsection (b) applies, shall register for manpower services,
training, and employment with the local public employment office of
the State as provided by regulations of the Secretary of Labor. If
and for so long as any such individual i found by the Secretary of
health, Education, and Welfare. to have failed (after a reasonable
peiiod of time), without good cause as determined by the Secretary
of Labor, to so register, he shall not be iegardecl as a member of a
fain ily but his income which would otherwise be counted under this
part as income of a family shall be so counted except that if such
ul(lividual is the only member of the family other than a child, such
individual shall be regarded as a mernher for PUPOSe.S of determina-
tion of the family's eiigibiiity for family assistance benefits, but not
(except for counting his income) for purposes of determination of
the amount of such benefits. No part of the family assistance benefits
of any such family may be paid to such individlual during the period
for which the preceding sentence is applicahle to him; and the Secre-
tary may, if he deems it appropriate, provide for payment of such bene-
fits during such period to any person, other than a member of such
family, who is interested in or concerned with the welfare of the
family.

"(h) An individual shall not be required to register pursuant to sub-
section (a) if the Secretary determines that such individual is

"(1) ill, incapacitated, or of an advanced ae;
"(2) mother or other relative of a child under the age of (I

who is caring for such child;
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(3) the mother, or other female caretaker of a chjld, if the
father or another adult male relative, is in the home and iiot
exehideci by clauses (1), (2), (4), or (5) of this subsection;

"(4) a child,
"(5) one whose presence ]11 the home on a substantially con-

tinuous basis is required because of the illness or incapacity of
another member of the household;

"(6) working full time, as determined in accordance with cii -

teria prescribed by the Secretary of Labor.
An jiiclivjdual who would, but for the preceding sentence, be require(l
to register pursuant to part A, may, if lie wishes, register as piovidecl
in such subsection.

"(c) The Secretary shall made provision for the furnishing of child
care services in such cases and for so long as he deems appropriate in
the case of individuals registered pursuant to subsection (a) who
are, pursuant to such registration, participating in manpower services,
training, or employment.

"(d) In the case of any member of a family receiving family assist-
ance benefits who is not required to register pursuant to subsection
(a) because of such member's disability or handicap, the Secretary
shall make provision for referral of such member 'to the appropriate
State agency administering or supervising the administration of the
State plan for vocational rehabilitation services approved under the
\Tocational Rehabilitation Act.

"I)EXT\L OF BENEFITS iN CASE OF REFUS.uL OF M.\N1'OWTEi
SERVICES. TR.\1NING. on EMPLOYMENT

"Snc. 448. For purposes of determining eligibility for and amount of
family assistance benefits under this l)aIt, an individual who has
registered as required under section 447(a) shall not be regarded as a
member of a family, but his income which would otherwise he counted
as income of the family under this pait shall be so counted, if and
'for so long as he has been found by the Secretary of Labor, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing, to have refused without
good cause. to participate in suitable manpower services, training, or
employment, or to have refused without good cause to accept suitable
employment in which he is able to engage which is offered through the
public empolvment offices of the State, or is otherwise offered by an
employer if the offer of such employer is determined by the Secretary
of Labor, after notification by such employer or otherwise, to be a
bona fide offer of employment; except that if such individual is the
only member of the family other than a child, such individual shall be
regarded as a member of the family for purposes of determinatjon of
the family's eligibility for benefits, but not (except for counting his
income) for the purposes of determination of the amount of its bene-
fits. No part of the family assistance benefits of any such family may
be paid to such individual during the period for which the preceding
sentence is applicable to him; and the Secretary may, if he deems
it appropriate, provide for payment of such benefits during such period
to any person, other than a member of such family, who is interested
in or concerned with the welfare of the family.
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'TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR ON-TIlE-JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS

"SEc. 449. The Secretary shall, pursuant to and to the extent pro-
vided by agreement with the Secretary of Labor, pay to the Secretary
of Labor amounts which he estimates would be paid as family assist-
ance benefits under this part to individuals participating in public or
private employer compensated on-the-job training under a program
of the Secretary of Labor if they were not participating in such train-
ing. Such amounts shall be available to pay the costs of such programs.

"Pwi' E—STATE SuI'rLEi1NT\nox OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

"PAYMENTS UNDER TITLES IT, V, XVI, AND XIX CONDITIONED ON
SUPPLEMENTATION

"SEC. 451. In oider for a State to be eligible for payments pursuant
to title V, XVI, or XIX or, part A or B of this title, with respect to
expenditures for any quarter beginning on or after the date this part
becomes effective with respect to such State, it must have in effect an
agreement with the Secretary under which it will make supplementary
payments, as provided in this part, to any family other than a family
in which both paieiits of the child or children are present. neither
paleilt is incapacitated, and the male parent is not uneniploved.

"J\MOUNT OF supprEMENTny PAYMENTS

"Sic. 42. (a) Eligibility for and amount of supplementary pay-
ments under the agreement with any State under this part shall, subject
to the succeeding provisions of this section, be determined by applica-
tion of the provisions of, and rules and regulations under. section 5. 442
(a.) (2) and (d), 443, 444, 445, 446 (to the extent the. Secretary deems
appropriate), 447, and 448, and by application of the standard for de-
termining need under the plan of such State as in effect for July 1969
and complying with the requirements for approval under part A as
in effect on such date (but subject to such maxinmms and perccntge
reductions as were imposed under such plan Ofl the amount of aid paid
and, then, with the resulting amount of the suppienientary p:iviiieiit
to any individual further reduced by the family assistance bencftt
payable under part D with respect to him).

"(b) In applying the provisions of section 443 for purposes of
supplementary payments pursuant to an agreement under this parL—

"(1) in the case of earned income to which clause (4) of sub-
section (a) of such section 443 applies, the amount to he disre-
garded shall he $720 per year (or proportionately smaller amounts
for shorter periods), plus—

"(A) one-third of the portion of the remainder of earnings
which does not exceed twice the amount. of the family assist-
ance benefits that would he payable to the family if it had
no income (thereby resulting in reduction of the siipplcmen-
tary payment by one-sixth of that portion of such reniaincter
of the earnings), plus

"(B) one-fifth (or more if the Secretary by regulation so
prescribes) of the balance of the earnings (thereby resulting
in further reduction of the supplementary payment b font-
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fifths, or proportionately less if the Secretary has prescribed
such a regulation, of that balance of the earnings) ; and

"(2) in the case of income to which clause (9) of subsection
(a) of such section 443 applies, the amount to be disregarded
shall be—

"(A) one-third of such income which does not exceed twice
the amount of the family assistance benefits that would he
payable to the family if it. had no income (thereby resultin
in reduction of the supplementary Payment by one-sixth of
that portion of such income), plus

"(B) one-fifth (or more if the Secretary by regulation SO
prescribes) of the balance of such income (thereby resulting
in further reduction of the supplementary payment i)y four-
fifths, or proportionately less if the Secretary has prescribed
such a regulation, of that balance of the income) ; and

"(3) the family assistance benefit. of a family payable under
part D shall not be counted to any extent.

For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
and Guam, see section 464.

"(c) The agreement with a State under this part shall—
"(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all political subdivisions

of the State;
"(2) provide for the establishment or designation of a single

State agency to carry out or supervise the carrying out of the
agreement in the State:

"(3) provide for granting an opportunity for a fair hearing
before the State agency carrying out the agreenient to any inch-
vidual whose claim for supplementary payments is denied or is not
acted upon with reasonable promptness:

"(4) provide (A) such methods of adni iiiistration (including
methods relating to the establislunent and maintenance of per-
sonnel standards on a merit i)asis, except that. the Secretary shall
exercise no authority with respect to the selection, tenure of office,
and compensation of any individual employed in accordance. with
such methods) as are found by the Secretary to he necessary for
the proper and efficient operation of the agreement. in the. State.
and (B) for the training and effective use of paid subprofessional
staff, with pai.ticular emphasis on the full-time or l)Lrt-time em-
Ployment of recipients of supplementary Pa.vnients and other per-
sons of low income, as community services aides, in carrying out
the agreement and for the use of nonpaici or partially naid volun-
teers in a social service volunteer program in providing services
to applicants for and ieipients of supplementary payments and
in assisting any advisory committees estal)hishecl by the State.
agency:

"(5) provide that the State agency carrying out. the agrepnient
will make such reports, in such form and containing such infor-
mation, as the Secretary ma from time to time require, and
comply with such provisions as the Secretary may from time to
time find necessary to assure the correctness and verification of
such reports:

"(6) provide safeguards which restrict the use or disclosure
of information concerning applicants for and recipients of sup-
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pleineiitaiy payments to purposes directly connected with the
administration of this title; and

"(7) provide, that all individuals wishing to make application
for supplementary payments shall have, opportunity to do so, and
that supplementary payments shall be furnished with reasonable
promptness to all eligible individuals.

'PAYMENTS TO STATES

"SEc. 4:3. (a) (1) The Secretary shall pay to any State which has
iii effect an agreement under this part for any fiscal year in the peiiocl
ending with the close of the fifth full fiscal year for which this part
is effective wiTh respect to such State the excess of—

"(A) (i) the total of its payments for such year pursuant to its
areement under this part which are required under section 452,
plus (ii) the difference between (I) the total of the expenditures
for sw'h fiscal year under its plan approved under title XVI as
aid to the aged, blind, and disabled which would have been
included as aid t.o the aged, blind, or disabled under the plan
approved thereunder and in effect for July 1969, plus so much of
the rest of such expenditures as are required (as determined 1w
't.he Secretary) by reason of the amendments to such title made hv
the Family Assistance Act of 1969 and (II) the total of the
amounts determined under section 1604 for such State with respect
to such expenditures for such year, over

"(B) iei' centum of the difference between (i) the total
of the expenditures which would have been made as aid or assist-
alice (excluding emergency assistance specified in section 400
(e) (1) (A). foster care under section 408, expenditures for insti-
tutional cervices in intermediate care facilities referred to in see-
tnjn I 121. expenditllues for repairs to homes referred to in section
1119, and id or assistance in the form of medical care or any other
type of remedial care) for such year under the p1ais of such State
apuroved under titles I, IV (part A), X, XIV, and XVI and in
effe't in the month l)ror to the enactment of this part if 'they had
continued ill effect during such year and if they had included (if
they (lid not aireacly do so payineits to dependent children of
unemployed fathers authorized by section 407 (as in effect on
July 1, 1900), and (ii) the total of the amounts which would have
been determined under sections 3, 403, 1003, 1403, and 1003, or
wider section 1118, of such State with respect to such expenditures
for such year.

The Secretary may prescribe methods for determining the. amounts
referred to in clause, (B) on the basis of estimates and trends in
expenditures and other experience of the State for prior years.

"(2) The Secretary shall also pay to each such State an amount
equal to 50 pci centum of its administrative, costs found necessary by
the Secretary for carrying out its agreement.

"(h) Payments under subsection (a) shall be made at such time
or tinier, in advance or by way of reimbursement, and in such install-
ments as the Secretary may dleterrnme: and shall be made on such con-
ditions as may be necessary to assure the carrying out of the purposes of
this title.
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"(c) In the case of any State with respect to which the amount tie-
termined under clause (A) of subsection (a) (1) for any year is less
than 50 per centurn of the difference referred to in clause (B) of such
subsection for such year, such State shall pay to the Secretary, at such
time or times and in such installments as he may prescribe, the sum by
which such amount determined under clause (A) of subsection (a) (1)
is less than such 50 per centum. If such State does not pay any i)art of
such amount at the time or times prescribed, the Secretary shall with-
hold such part from sums to which the State is entitled under part A
or B of this title or under title V, XVI, or XIX; but the amounts so
withheld shall be deemed to have been paid to the State. under such
part or title. The withholding of amounts pursuant to the I)recedling
sentence shall be effected at such time or times anti in such installments
as the Secretary may deem appropriate.

'FAILfl1E BY STATE TO COMPLY WITh AGREEMENT

"SEC. 454. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and opportunity
for hearing to a State with which he has an agreement under this part,
finds that such State is failing to comply therewith, he shall withhold
all, or such portion as he deems appropriate, of the pav]flents to which
such State is otherwise entitled under part A or B of this title or
under title V, XVI, or XIX.; but the amounts so withheld shall be
deemed to have been paid to the State under such part or title. Such
withholding shall be effected at such time or times and in such install-
ments as the Secretary may deem appropriate.

"P.\RT F—ADMINISTRATION

"AGREEMENTS WITh STATES

"SEC. 461. (a) The Secretary may enter into an agreement with any
State under which the Secretary will make, on behalf of the State,
the supplementary payments provided for pursuant to part E or will
perform such other functions of the State in connection with such
payments as may be agreed upon. In any such case, the agreement
shall also provide for payment by the State to the Secretary of an
amount equal to the supplementary payments the State would other-
wise make under part E, less any payments which would be made to
the State under section 453(a), together with one-half of the additioual
cost of the Secretary involved in carrying out such agreement. other
than the cost of making t.he payments.

"(b) The Secretary may a]so enter into an agreement with any State.
under which such State will make, on behalf of the Secretary, the fam-
ily assistance benefit payments provided for under part D with respect
to all or specified families in the State who are eligible for such heneflts
or will perform such oth.er functions in connection with the administra-
tion of part D as may be agreed upon. The cost of carrying out any
such agreement shall be paid to the State in advance or by way of re-
imbursement anti in such installments as may be agreed upon.

"PENALTIES FOR FIIArD

"SEC. 462. The provisions of section 208, other than paragraph
(a), shall apply with respect to benefits under part P and allowances
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under part C, of this title, to the same extent as they apply to pay-
ments under title II.

"REPORT EVALUATION, RESEARCH AND DEMONSTKATIONS AND TRAINING
AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

"SEC. 463. (a) The Secretary shall make an annual report to the

President and the Congress on the operation and administration of
parts D and E, including an evaluation thereof in carrying out the
purposes of such parts and recommendations with respect thereto.
The Secretary is authorized to conduct evaluations directly or by
grants or contracts of the programs authorized by such parts.

"(b) The Secretary is authorized to conduct, directly or by grants
or contracts, research into or demonstrations of ways of better pro-
viding financial assistance to needy persons or of better carrying out
the purposes of part D, and in so doing to waive any requirements
or limitations in such part with respect to eligibility for or amount
of family assistance benefits for such family, members of families,
or groups thereof as he deems appropriate.

"(c) The Secretary is authorized to provide such technical assist-
ance to States, and to provide, directly or through grants or con-
tracts, for such training of personnel of States, as he deems
appropriate to assist them in more efficiently and effectively carrying
out their agreements under this part and part E.

"(d) In addition to funds otherwise available therefor, such por-
tion of any appropriation to carry out part D or E as the Secretary
may determine, but not in excess of one-half of 1 per centum thereof,
shall be available to him to carry out this section.

"Si'ECLL PROVISIONS FOR PUERTO RICO, THE VIRGIN ISLANDS, AND GUAM

"Sic. 464. (a) In applying the provisions of sections 442 (a) and
(b), 443(a) (4), 452(b) (1), 1603 (a)(1) and (b)(1), and 1604 (1)
and (2) with respect to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, or Guam,
the amounts to be used shall (instead of the $500, $300, and $1,500
in such section 442 (a) and (b) and section 1603(a) (1), the $720 in
section 443(a) (4) and section 452(b) (1), the $90 in section 1603(b)
(1), the $65 in section 1604(2), and the $50 in section 1604(1)) bear
the same ratio to such $500, $300, $1,500, $720, $90, $65, and $50 as
the per capita incomes of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam,
respectively, bear to the per capita income of that one of the fifty
States which has the lowest per capita income; except that in no
case may the amounts so used exceed such $500, $300, $1,500, $720,
$90, $65, and $50.

"(b) (1) The amounts to be used under such sections in Puerto
R.ico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam shall be promulgated by the
Secretary between July 1 and September 30 of each even-numbered
year, on the basis of the average per capita income of each State and
'of the United States for the most recent cadendar year for which
satisfactory data are available from the Department of Commerce.
Such promulgation shall be conclusive for fiscal year beginning July
1 next succeeding such promulgation: Provided, That the Secretary
shall promulgate such amounts as soon as possible after the enactment
of this part., which promulgation shall be conclusive for six calendar
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quarters in the period beginning with the January 1 following the
fiscal year in which this pa't is enacted, and eliding iritli the (lose
of the second June 30 thereafter.

"(2) The tern-i T]nited States', for purposes of paragraph (1) only,
means the fifty States and the District of Columbia.

"(c) If the amounts which would otherwise be promulgated for any
year for any of the three States referred to in subsection (a) would be
lower than the amounts promulgated for such State for the iinmedi-
ately preceding period, the amounts for such fiscal year shall be in-
creased to the extent of the difference; and the amounts so iiaieasecl
shall be the amounts promulgated for such year.

"3rAxrO\ER SERVICES, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, AND CI-I1LO-CARE
PROGRAMS

"SEc. 102. Part C of title IV of the Social Security Act (42 1.S.('.
630, et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

"PART C—MANPOWER SERVICES. TRAINING. EMPLOYMENT. ANI) DAY
CARE PROGRAMS FOR RECIPIENTS OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE OR SCPPLF-
MENTARY BENEFITS

"PtRPOSE

"SEC. 430. The purpose of this part is to authorize provision, for indi-
viduals who are members of a family receiving benefits under part D
or supplementary payments pursuant to part E, of manpower services,
training, employment, and child care and related services necessary to
t.rain such individuals, prepare them for employment, and otherwise
assist them in securing and retaining regular employment and having
the opportunity for advancement in employment, to the end that needy
families with children wi]l be restored to self-supporting, independent,
and useful roles in their communities.

"OPERATION OF MANPOWER SERVICES, TRAINING, AND EMPLOYMENT
PROGRAMS

"SEC. 431. (a) The Secretary of Labor (hereinafter in this part
referred to as the 'Secretary') shall, for each person registered pusu-
ant to part D, in accordance with priorities prescribed by him, develop
or assure the development of an employability plan describing the
manpower services, training, and employment, which the Secretary
determines each person needs in order to enable him to become self-
supporting and secure and retain employment and opportunities for
advancement.

"(b) The Secretary shall, in accordance with the provisions of this
part, establish and assure the provision of manpower services, training,
and employment programs in each State for persons registered pursu-
ant to part P or receiving supplementary payments pursuant to part E.
The Secretary shall, through such programs, provide or assure the
provision of manpower services, training, and employment and oppor-
tunities necessary to prepare such persons for and place them in reg-
ular employment, including such services and opportunities which the
Secretary is authorized to provide under any other Act, and including
counseling, testing, institutional and on-the-job training, work expel-i-
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ence, up-grading, program orientation, relocation assistance (includ-
ing grants, loans, and the furnishing of such services as will aid in
involuntarily unemployed individual to relocate in an area where he
may obtain suitable employment), incentives to public or private em-
ployers to hire and train these persons (including reimbursement for
a limited period when an employee may not be fully productive),
special work projects, job development, coaching, job placement and
follow up services required to assist in securing and retaining employ-
ment and opportunities for advancement.

"ALLOWANCES FOR INDIVIDUALS UNDERGOING TRAINING

"SEC. 432. (a) (1) The Sec.retary shall pay to each individual who
is a member of a family and is participating in manpower training
under this part an incentive allowance of $30 per month. If such mem-
bers of a family would (but for the receipt of payments pursuant to
this title) be eligible in such month, under any other statute providing
for manpower training, for allowances which in total would be in
excess of the sum of the family assistance benefit and supplementary
payments pursuant to part E payable with respect to such month to
the family, the total of the incentive allowances per month under this
section for such members shall be equal to such excess, or to $30 for each
such member, whichever is oveater.

"(2) The Secretary shall, in accordance with regulations, also pay
to any member of a family participating in manpower training under
this part, allowances for transportation and other costs to him directly
related to his participation in training.

"(3) The Secretary shall by regulation provide for such smaller
allowances under this subsection as he deems appropriate for individ-
uals in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam.

"(b) Such allowances shall be in lieu of allowances provided for
participants in manpower training programs under any other Act.

"(c) Subsection (a) shall not apply to any member of a family who
IS participating in a program of the Secretary providing public or pri-
\-ate employer compensated on-the-job training.

"DENIAL OF ALLOWANCES FOR REFUSAL TO UNDERGO TRAINING

"SEC. 433. (a) If and for so long as the Secretary determines that
an individual who is a member of a family and has been required to
register under part D for manpower training or employment has, with-
out good cause, ceased to participate in manpower training under this
part, no allowance under this part shall be payable to such individual.

"(b) The Secretary shall provide reasonable notice and opportunity
tor hearing to any individual with respect to whom such a determina-
tion has been made.

"(c) Final determinations of the Secretary after such hearings shall
be subject to judicial review as provided by section 205(g) for final
determinations under title II, and t.he provisions of sections 205 (a),
(d), (e), and (f), 206, and 207 shall apply with respect to this part
to the same extent as they apply to title II.
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"uTILIZATION OF OTHER PROGRAMS

'SEC. 434. In providing the manpower training and employment
services and opportunities required by this part the Secretary, to the
maximum extent feasible, shall assure that such services and oppor-
tunities are provided in such manner, through such means, and using
all authority available to him under any other Act (and subject to all
duties and responsibilities thereunder) as will further the establish-
ment of an integrated and comprehensive manpower training pro-
gram involving all sectors of the economy and all levels of government
and as will make maximum use of existing manpower and manpower
related programs and agencies. To such end the Secretary may use the
funds appropriated to him under this part to provide the programs
required by this part through such other Act, to the same extent and
uiicier the same conditions as if appropriated under such other Act
and in making use of t.he programs of other Federal, State, or local
agencies. public or private, the Secretary may reimburse such agencies
for services rendered to persons under this part to the extent such
services and opportunities are not otherwise available on a nonrcirn-
bursable basis.

"RULES AND REGULATIONS

"Src. 435. The Secretary may issue such rules and regulations as
he finds necessary to carry out the purposes of this part: Provided,
That in developing policies and programs for manpower services, train-
ing. and ernploynient. the Secretary shall first obtain the concurrence
of the Secretary of Health, Education, and 'Welfare with regard to
such policies and programs which are under the usual and traditional
authority of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare (iiiclud-
Jug inisic education, institutional training, health, child care and other
supportive, services, new careers and job restructuring in the health,
education, and welfare professions, and work-study programs), and
shall consult with the Secretary of Health, Education, and 'Welfare
with regard to all such other policies and programs.

APPROPRIATIONS

"SEc. 436. There is authorized to he appropriated to the Secretary for
each fiscal year a sum sufficient for carrying out the purposes of this
part (other than section 437), including payments of not to exceed
(except in such ctses as the Secretary may determine) 90 pe.r centurn
of the cost of manpower services, training, and employment and oppor-
tunities provided for individuals registered pursuant to section 447.
The Secretary of Labor shall establish criteria to achieve an equitable
apportionment among the States of Federal expenditures for carrying
out the programs authorized by section 431. In develoning these criteria
the Secretary shall consider the number of registrations under section
447 and other relevant factors.

"ChILD C.\RE .ND suJ'rouTlvE smivicvs

"Src. 437. (a) There are authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal
year such sums as may be necessary to enable the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Wrelfare to make grants to any public or nonprofit



73

private agency or organization, and contracts with any public or
private agency or organization, for not to exceed (except in such cases
as the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare may determine) 90
per centum of the cost of projects for the provision of child care and
related services, including necessary alteration, remodeling, and reno-
vation of facilities, which may be necessary or appropriate in order
to better enable an individual who has been registered pursuant to part
D or is receiving supplementary payments pursuant to part E to under-
take or continue manpower training or employment under this part or
to enable a member of a family, which is or has been (within such
period of time as the Secretary may prescribe) eligible for benefits
under such part D or payments pursuant to such part E, to under-
take or continue manpower training or employment under this part;
or, with respect to the period prior to the date when part D becomes
effective for a State, to bet,ter enable an individual receiving aid to
families with dependent children, or whose needs are taken into account
in det&mining the need of any one claiming or receiving such aid,
to participate in manpower training or employment.

"(b) Such sums shall also be available to enable the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfa:re to make grants to any public or non-
profit private agency or organization, and contracts with any public
or private agency or organization for evaluation, training of personnel,
technical assistauce or research or demonstration projects to determine.
more effective methods of providing any such care and other services.

"(c) To the extent permitted by the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Weif are, the non-Federal share of the cost of any such project may
be nrovided in the form of services or facilities.

"(d) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welf are may provide,
in any case in which a family is able to pay for part or all of the cost
of day care or other services provided under a project assisted under
this section, for payment by the family of such fees for the care or
services as may be reasonable in the light of such ability.

"ADVANCE FUNDING

"SEc. 438. (a) For the purpose of affording adequate notice of fund-
ing available under this part, appropriations for grants, contracts, or
other payments with respect to individuals registered pursuant to
section 447 are authorized to be included in the appropriation Act
for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for which they are available
for obligation.

"(b) In order to effect a transition to the advance funding method
of timing appropriation action, the amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply notwithstanding that its initial application will result
in enactment in the same year (whether in the same appropriation
Act or otherwise) of two separate appropriations, one for the then
current fiscal year and one for the succeeding fiscal year.

"EVALUATION AND RESEARCH; REPORT TO CONGRESS

"SEc. 439. (a) The Secretary shall (jointly with the Secretary of
1-Icaith, Education, and Welfare) provide for the continuing evalua-
tion of the manpower training and employment programs provided
under this part, including their effectiveness in achieving stated goals
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and their impact on other ielated )Iogta1S. rIlIe Secretary may con-
duct research regarding, and demonstrations of, ways to improve the
effectiveness of the manpower training and employment progranis SO
provided and may also conduct demonstrations of inipiored training
techniques for upgrading the skills of the working poor. The Sec-
retary may, for these piiijoses, contract for in(lepelldent evaluations
of and research regarding such programs or individual projects timler
such programs, and establish a data collection, processing, and ic-
trieval system.

"(b) The Secretary shall report to the Congress on or before the
end of each fiscal year (withi the first. such report. being made Ofl or
l)efore the July 1 following the first. full year after the. (late on which
part D becomes effective with respect to any States) on the manpower
training and employment programs provided under this part."

ELIMIN'IION OF PRESENT J'ROVlSIONS ON CASh ASSIStANCE FOR FAMILIES
WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Sic. 103. (a) Section 401 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601)
is amended by striking out "financial assistance aiid" in the first.
sentence.

(b) Section 402(a) of such Act (42 u.S.C. 602) is amended by—
(1) striking out "aid and" in so much thereof as pieedcs

clause (1);
(2) inserting, at the beginning of clause (1), "except. to the

extent permitted by the Secretary,";
(3) striking out clause (4)
(4) in clause (5) (B) , striking out "recipients and other pet-

sons" and inserting in lieu thereof "persons" and striking out
"providing services to applicants arid recipients" and inserting in
lieu thereof "providing services under the plan";

(5) strikingoutc]auses (7) and (8)
(6) in clause (9), striking out "aid to families with depen(lent

children" and inserting in lieu thereof "the plan";
(7) striking outclanses (10), (11),arid (12);
(8) in clause (14), striking out "for each child and relative

who receives aid to families with dependent children, and each
appropriate individual (living in the same home as a relative and
child receiving such aid whose needs are taken into account in
making the determination under clause (7) ) " and inserting in
lieu thereof "for each meinl)er of a. family receiving assistance. to
needy families with children, each appropriate individual (living
in the same home as such family) whose needs would he taketi
into account in determining the need of any such member under
the State plan (approved under this part) as iii effect prior to
the enactment of part. 1), and each indlvi(lual who would have.
been eligible to receive aid to families with dependent children
unde,r such plan" and stri king out "such child, relative, an(l in-
dividual" and inserting iii lieu thereof "such member or in—
diviclual";

(9) striking out clause (15) and inserting in lieu thereof:
(15) (A) provide for hue development, of a program, for appropriate

members of such families and such other individuals, for preventing
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or reducmg the incidence of births out of wedlock and otherwise
strengthening family life, and for implementing such program by as-
suring that in all appropriate cases family planning services are of-
fereci to them, but acceptance of family planning services proiclecl
nuclei the plan shall be voluntary on the part of such members and
individuals and shall not be a prerequisite to eligibility for or the re-
ceipt of any other service under the plan; and (B) to the extent
that services provided under this clause or clause (14) are furnished
by the staff of the State agency or the local agency administering the
State plan in each of the political subdivisions of the State, for the
establishment of a single org'anizational unit in such State or local
agency, as the case may be, responsible for the furnishing of such
services;"

(10) striking out "aid" in clause (16) and "aid to families with
dependent children" in clause (17) (A) (i) and inserting in lieu
thereof "assistance to needy families with children" and striking
out. "aid" in clause (17) (A) (ii) and inserting iii lieu thereof
"assistance";

(11) striking out clause (19)
(12) striking out "aid to families with dependent children

in the form of foster care" in clause (20) and inserting in lieu
thereof "payments for foster care"; striking out "dependent
child or children with respect to whom aid is being provided
under the State plan" in clause (21) (A) and inserting in lieu
thereof "child or children with respect to whom assistance to
needy families with children or foster care is being provided";

(13) striking out "aid is being provided under the plan of such
other State" in clause (A) and clause (B) of clause (22) and in-
serting in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with children
or foster care payments are being provided in such other State";

(14) striking out clause (93) and striking out " ; ancl' at the
end of clause (22) and inserting in lieu thereof a period.

(c) Section 402(b) of such Act is amended to read as follows:
"(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which fulfills the

conditions speci fled in subsection (a), except that he shall not approve
any plan which imposes, as a condition of eligibility for services
under it, a residence requirement which denies services or foster care
payments with respect. to any individual residing in the State.

(ci) Such section 402 is further amended by striking out subsection
(c) thereof.

(e) Subsection (a) of section 403 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 603) is
amended by—

(1) striking out "aid and services" and inserting in lieu there-
of services" in so much thereof as precedes paragraph (1)

(9) amending paragraph (1) to read:
"(1) an amount equal to the sum of the following proportions

of the total amounts expended during such quarter as payments
for foster care. in accordance with section 408—

"(A) five-sixths of such expenditures. not counting so
much of any expenditures as exceeds the product of $18 multi-
plied by the number of chilch'en receiving such foster care
in such month; piis

"(B) the Federal percentage of the amount by w-hich such
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expenditures exceeds the maximum which may be counted
under subparagraph (A), not. counting so much of ally ex-
penditures with respect to such month as exceeds the product
of $100 multiplied by the number of children receiving such
foster care for such month."

(3) striking out paragraph (2);
(4) in paragraph (3), striking out "in the case of any State,"

in so much thereof as precedes subparagraph (A), striking out in
clause (i) of such subparagraph "or relative who is receiving aid
under the plan, or to any other individual (living in the same
home as such rela ive and child) whose. needs are taken into
account. in making the determination under clause (7) of such
section" and inserting in lieu thereof "receiving foster care or
any member of a family receiving assistance to needy families
with children or to any other individual (living in the same. iione
as such family) whose needs would be taken Into account in (le.-
termining the need of any such member under the State plar'
approved under this part as in effect prior to the enactment of
part D, striking out in clause. (ii) of such subparagraph "child
or relative who is applying for aid to families with dependent
children or" and inserting in lien thereof "member of a family"
and striking out in such clause (ii) "likely to become an appl i(ahit
for or recipient of such aid" and inserting in lieu thereof "likely
to become eligible to receive such assistance";

(5) striking out the. sentences of such subsection (a) which
follow paragraph (5)

(f) Subsection (h) of such section 403 is amended by striking out.
"records showing tile Ilumber of dependent. children in the State and
(C)" in paragraph (1) thereof and by striking out, in l)aragrapll (2)
tJere,of, "(A)" and everything beginn lug with '', and (B)'' and all
that follows down to hut not including the period.

(g) Section 404 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 004) is amended hr striki ig
out "(:t) In the case. of any State plan for aid and services" and
inserting in 1 ieu thereof "in the, case of an State plan for services"
and by striking out Snl)sect,iOll (1)) thereof.

(Ii) Section 405 of such Act (42 IJ.S.C. 005) is repealed.
(i) Section 400 of such Act, (42 U.S.C. 000) is amended by—

(1) striking out sllhSeetiOlls (a) and (ii) and illseitillg ill lieu
thereof:

"(a) The term 'child' means a. child as defined in section 445(h).
''(b) Tile, term 'needy fain lies with chiildj'cii' nieaiis families who

are receiving family assistance benelits under part 1) aiid who (1) ate.
receIving supple.ment.ai'y payflieuit.s under ] lalt. B, 01' (2) would he
eligible, to i'e.cei ye. aid to lam lies wit-lI (le.lX'uidclit. ('llildien. under a
State plan (apj )loved u nder this part.) as in e fleet. p1101 0 the
enactment of part. 1), if the. State. plan hind coiit med iii effect and if
it. included assistaimce to dependent children of uiieinployed fathers
pursuant to section 407 as it was iii effect. prior to such enactment;
and 'assistance to needy families with chiildreii' means family assist—
atìce benefits under such part D paid to such families."

(2) striking out subsection (a)
(3) in subsection (e) (1), striking out "living with any of 1-lie

relatives specified in subsection (a) (1) in a place of residence
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maintained by one or more of such relatives as his or their own
home" and inserting in lieu thereof "a member of a family (as
defined in section 445(a) )" and striking out "because such child
or relative refused" and inserting in lieu thereof "because such
child or another member of such family refused."

(j) Section 407 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 607) is repealed.
(k) Section 408 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 608) is amended by—

(1) amending so much (including the heading) thereof as
preceeds subparagraph (1) of paragraph (b) to read as follows:

"FOSTER CARE

"SEc. 408. For purposes of this part—
"(a) Foster care shall include only such care which is provided

in behalf of a child (1) who would, except for his removal from the
home of a family as a result of a judicial determination to the effect
that continuation therein would be contrary to his welfare, be a mem-
ber of such family receiving assistance to needy families with chil-
dren, (2) whose placement and care are the responsibility of (A)
the State or local agency administering the State plan approved under
section 402, or (B) any other public agency with whom the State
agency administering or supervising the administration of such State
plan has made an agreement which is still in effect and which includes
provision for assuring development of a plan, satisfactory to such
State agency, for such child as provided in paragraph (f) (1) and
such other provisions as may be necessary to assure accomplishment
of the objectives of the State plan approved under section 402, (3)
who has been placed in a foster family home or child-care institution
as a result of such determination, and (4) who (A) received assistance
to needy families with children in or for the month in which court
proceedings leading to such determination were initiated, or (B)
would have received such assistance to needy families with children
in or for such month if application had been made therefore, or (C)
in the case of a child who ha.d been a member of a family (as defined
in section 445 (a)) within 6 months prior to the month in which such
proceedings were initiated, would have received such assistance in
or for such month if in such month he had been a member of (and
removed from the home of) such a family and application had been
made therefor;

"(b) but only if such care is provided—";
(2) in paragraph (b) (2), striking out "'aid to families with

dependent children' " and inserting in lieu thereof "foster care"
and striking out "such foster care" and inserting in lieu thereof
"foster care";

(3) striking out subsection (c)
(4) striking out "aid" and inserting in lieu thereof "services"

in subsection (e)
(5) in subsection (f) (1), striking out "relative specified in see-

tion 406(a)" and inserting in lieu thereof "family (as defined in
section 445(a))";

(6) in subsection (f) (2), striking out "522" and inserting in
lieu thereof "422" and striking out "part 3 of title V" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "part B of this title".

35—220—69--—-—6
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C1LNGE IN HEADING

Sj;c. 104.(a) The heading of title IV of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 601, e.t seq.) is ainenclecito read as follows:

"TITLE TV—FAMILY ASSISTANCE BENEFITS, STATE
S [TPPLEMENTAL PAYMENTS, WORK INCENTIVE PRO-
GRAMS, AND GRANTS TO STATES FOR FAMILY AND
Cl-TILl) WELFARE SERVICES"

(ii) rUle lieadinp of 1)aIt A of such title IV is amended to read as
follows:

"PART A—SEnvIcEs vo NEEDY FAMILiES Wivii ChILDREN"

TITLE TI—AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

GRANTS TO STATES FOR AID TO TilE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

Sc. 201. Title XVI of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1381 et
seq.) is amended to read as follows:

"TITLE XVI—GRXNTS TO STATES FOR AID TO THE
AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

"APPROPRIATIONS

"SEc. 1001. For the purpose of enablino each State to furnish fi-
iianciai assistance to needy individuals wio are 65 years of age or
over, blind, or disabled and for the purpose of encouraging each State
to furnish rehabilitation and other services to help such individuals
attain nr retain capal)ihity for self-support or self-care, there are au-
thorized to he al)plopriated for each fiscal year sums sufficient to
carry out these 1)u11)oes. The sums made available under this section
shall be used for making payments to States having State plans ap-
l)o\ed under section 1602.

"STATE PLANS FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AND SERVICES TO TIlE AGED.
BLIND, AND DISABLED

"SEc. 1602. (a) A State plan for aid to the aged, blind, and disabled
in ust—

'(1) provide for the establishment or designation of a single
State agency to administer or supervise the administration of the
State plan;

"(2) provide such methods of administration as are found by
the Secretary to be necessary, for the proper and efficient opera-
tion of the plan, incdudirig methods relating to the establishment
and maintenance of personnel standards on a merit basis (but the
Secretary shall exercise no authority with respect to the selec-
tion, tenure of office, and compensation of individuals employed
in accordance with such methods)

"(3) provide for the training and effective use of social serv-
ice personnel in the administration of the plan, for the furnishing
of technical assistance to units of State government and of po-
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litical subdivisions which are furnishing financial assistance or
services to the aged, blind, and disabled, and. for the development
through research or demonstration projects of new or improved
methods of furnishing assitance or services to the aged, blind,
and disabled;

"(4) provide for the training and effective use of paid sub-
professional staff (with particular emphasis on the full-time or
part-time employment of recipients and other persons of low-
income as community service aides) in the administration of the
plan and for the use of nonpaid or partially paid volunteers
in a social service volunteer program in providing services to
applicants and recipients and in assisting any advisory commit-
tees established by the State agency;

"(5) provide that all individuals wishing to make application
for aid under the plan shall have opportunity to do so and that
such aid shall be furnished with reasonable promptness with re-
spect to all eligible individuals;

"(6) provide for the use of a simplified statement, conforming
to standards prescribed by the Secretary, to establish eligibility,
and for adequate and effective methods of verification of eligibility
of applicants and recipients through the use, in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, of sampling and other
scientific techniques;

"(7) provide that, except to the extent permitted by the Secre-
tary with respect to services, the State plan shall be in effect in
all political subdivisions of the State, and, if administered by
them, be mandatory upon them;

"(8) provide for financial participation by the State;
"(9) provide that, in determining whether an individual is

blind, there shall be an examination by a physician skilled in the
diseases of the eye or by an optometrist, whichever the individual
may select;

"(10) provide for granting an opportunity for a fair hearing
before the State agency to any individual whose claim for aid
under the plan is denied or is not acted upon with reasonable
promptness;

"(11) provide for periodic evaluation of the operations of the
State plan, not less often than annually, in accordance with stand-
ards prescribed by the Secretary, and the furnishing of annual re-
ports of such evaluations to the Secretary together with any neces-
sary modifications of the State plan resulting from such evalua-
tions;

"(12) provide that the State agency will make such reports,
in such form and containing such information, as the Secretary
may from time to time require, and comply with such provisions
as the Secretary may from time to time find necessary to assure
the correctness and verification of such reports;

"(13) provide safeguards which restrict the use of disclosure
of information concerning applicants and recipients to purposes
directly connected with the administration of the plan (consistent
with section 618 of the Revenue Act of 1951);

"(14) provide, if the plan includes aid to or on behalf of
individuals in private or public institutions, for the establish-
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ment or designation of a State authority or authorities which
shall be resQonslble for establishing and maintaining standards
for such institutions;

"(15) provide a description of the services which the State
makes available to applicants for or recipIents of a](l under the
plan •to help them attain self-support or self-care, including a
description of the steps taken to assure, in the provision of such
services, maximum utilization of all available services that ale
similar or related;

"(1G) provide for periodic evaluation of the operation of the
plan by persons interested in or expert in matters related to as-
sistance and services to the aged, blind, and disabled, including
persons who are recipients of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled;
and

"(17) assure that, in administering time State plan and provid-
ing services thereunder, the State will observe priorities estab-
lished by the Secretary and comply with such performance stand-
ards as the Secretary may, from time to time, establish.

Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if on January 1, 19G2, and on ti ie (late
on which a State submits (or submitted) its plan for approval under
this title, the State agency which administered or supervised the ad-
ministration of the plan of such State approval under title X was
different from the. State agency which administered or supervised the.
administration of the plan of such State approved under title. I and
the State agency which administered or supervised the administration
of the plan of such State approved under title XIV, then the State
agency which administered or supervised the administration of such
plan approved under title X may he designated to administer or super-
vise the administration of the portion of the State plan for aid to the
aged, blind, and disabled which relates to blind individuals and a sepa-
rate State agency may be established or designated to administer or
supervise the administration of the rest of such plan and in such case
the part of the plan which each such agency administers, or the ad
ministration of which each such agency supervises, shall Ix' regal(le(T
as a separate plan for purposes of this thtle.

"(b) The Secretary shall approve army plan wh id1 fiil fills ftc (011-
clitions specified in subsection (a) and in section 1(;03, except that lie
shall not approve any plan which imposes, as a condition of eliihihity
for aid imder the plan—

"(1) an age requirement of more than sixty-live yeats:
(2) any residency requirement which excludes aiiv individual

who resides in the State;
"(3) any citizen requirement which excludes aiiy citizeit of fhie

United States;
"(4) any disability or age requirement which excludes any

h)eusons under a severe disability, as determined in accol(l:mcp
with criteria prescribed by the. Secretary, who are eighteen years
of age or older; or

"(5) any blindness or age requirement which exchiide any
persons who are blind as determined in accordance with criteria
prescribed by the Secretary.

In the case of any State to which the provisions of section 344 of the
Social Security Act Amendments of 1950 were applicable on Janu-
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ary 1, 1962, and to which the sentence of section 1002(b) following
paragraph (2) thereof is applicable on the date on which its State
plan was or is submitted for approval under this title, the Secretary
shall approve the plan of such State for aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled for purposes of this title, even though it does not meet the
requirements of section 1603 (a) if it meets all other requirements of
this title for an approved plan for aid to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled; but payments to the State under this title shall be made, in the
case of any such plan, only with respect to expenditures thereunder
which would be included as expenditures for the purposes of this
title under a plan approved under this section without regard to the
provisions of this sentence.

"DETEIIMENATION OF NEED

"SEC. 1603. (a) A State plan must l)Iovidle that, in determining
the need for aid under the plan, the State agency shall take into con-
sideration any other income or resources of the individual claiming
such aid as well as any expenses reasonably attributable to the earn-
ing of any such income; except that, in making such determination
with respect to any individual—

"(1) the State agency shall not consider as resources (A) the
home, household goods, and I)eIsoIial effects of the individual,
(B) other personal or real property, the total value of which does
not exceed $1,500, or (C) other property which as determined in
accordance with and subject. to limitations in regulations of the
Secretary, is so essential to the family's means of self-support as
to warrant its exclusion, but shall apply the provisions of section
142(e) and regulations thereunder;

"(2) the State agency shall not consider the financial respon-
sjl)ility of any individual for any applicant or recipient unless the
applicant or recipient is the individual's spouse, or the individual's
child who is under the age of 21 or is l)lind or severely disabled;

"(3) if such individual is blind, the State agency (A) shall
disregard the first $85 per month of earned income plus one-half
of earned income in excess of $85 per month, and (B) shall, for a
period not in excess of twelve months, and may, for a period not
in excess of thirty-six months, disregard such additional amounts
of other income and resources, in the case. of any such individual
who has a. plan for achieving self-support approved by the State
agency, as may be necessary for the fiiltillment of such plan;' (4) if the individual is not blind hut is severely disabled, the
State agency may disregard (A) not more than the first $20 of
the first $80 per month of earned income plus one-half of the
remainder thereof arid (13) such additional amounts of other
inconie and resources, for a period not in excess of thirty-six
months, in the case of any such inclividua,l who has a plan for
achieving self -support approved by the State agency, as may be
necessary for the fulfillment of the plan, but only with respect
to the part or parts of such period during substaritmlly all of
which he is undergoing vocational rehabil i tat,i on

"(5) if such individual has attained age 65 and is neither blind
nor severely disabled, the State agency may disregard not more



82

than the first $20 of the. first $80 pci month of earned income plus
one-half of the remainder thereof.

(b) A State pian must also provide that—
"(1) each eligible individual, other than one who is a patient

ill a medical institution or is receiving institutional services in an
intermediate care facility to which section 1121 applies, shall
receive financial assistance in such amount as, when added to his
income which is not disregarded pursuant to subsection (a), will
provide a minimum of $90 per month.

"(2) the standard of need applied for deterrnimng elibilitv
for an amount. of aid for the aged, blind, and disabled shall not be
lower than (A) the standard applied for this purpose under the
State plan (approved under this tit]e) as in effect on the date of
enactment of nart D of title IV of this Act. or (B) if there was
no such plan in effect for such State on such date, the standard
of need which was applicable under

"(i) the State nian which was in effect on such date and
was approved under title I, in the case of any individual who
is 5 years of age or older,

"(ii) the State pla.n in effect on such date and approved
under title X, in the case of an individual who is blind, or

"(iifl the Sta.te plan in effect on such date and approved
under title XIV, in the case of an individual who is severely
disabled,

except that if 2 or more of clauses (i), (ii). and (iii) are applica-
ble to an individual, the standard of need applied with respect to
such individual may not be lower than the higher (or highest) of
the standards under the applicable plans, and except that if none
of such clauses is applicable to individuals, the standard of need
applied with respect to such individual may not be lower than
higher of the standards under the State plans approved under
title. I. X, or XIV, which was in effect on such date, and

"(3) no aid will be furnished to any individual under the State
J)ian for any period with respect to which he is considered a mem-
ber of a family receiving family assistance benefits under part D
of title IV or training allowances under part C thereof for pur-
poses of determining the amount of such benefits or allowances
(but this paragraph shall not prevent. payments with respect to
other members of his family pursuant to title IV of this Act).

"(4) no lien will be imposed against the property of any inch-
viclual or his estate on account of aid paid to him under the plan
(except pursuant to the judgement of a court on account of bene-
fits incorrectly paid to such individual). and that there will he no
adjustment or any recovery of aid correctly paid to him under the
plan.

"(c' For special provisions applicable to Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Island , and Guam, see section 464.

"PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR AID TO TILE ACED. BLIND. AND DIS.\BLED

"SEC. 1604. From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary
shall nay to each State which ha.s a plan approecl under this title. for
each calendar quarter, an amount. equal to the sum of the following



83

proportioiis of the total amounts expended during each month of such
quarter as aid to the aged, blind, and disabled under the State plall—

"(1) 100 per centum of such expenditures, not counting so much
of any expenditures as exceeds the product of $50 multiplied by the
total number of recipients of such aid for such month: plus

"(2) 50 per centurn of the amount by which such expenditures
exceed the maximum which may be counted under paragraph (1),
not counting so much of any expenditures with respect to such
month as exceeds the product of $65 multiplied by the total num-
ber of recipients of such aid for such month plus

"(3) 25 per centuni of the amount by which such expenditures
exceed the maximum which may be counted under paragraph (2),
not counting so much of any expenditures with respect to such
month as exceeds the product of the amount which, as determined
by the Secretary, is 'the maximum permissible level of assistance
per person in which the Federal Government will participate finan-
cially, multiplied by the total number of recipients of such aid for
such month.

In the case of any individual in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, or
Guam, the maximum permissible level of assistance under paragraph
(3) may be lower than in the case of individuals in the other States. See
also. section 464 for other specia.l provisions applicable to Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, and Guam.

"ALTERNATE PROVISION FOR DIRECT FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO INDtVIDF.LS

"SEC. 1605. The Secretary may enter into an agreement. with a State.
under which he will, on behalf of the State, pay aid to. the aged, blind,
and disabled directly to individuals in the State under the Stat&s plan
approved under this title and perform such other functions of the State
in connection with such payments as may be agreed upon. In such case
payments shall not be made as provided in section 1604 and the agree-
inent shall also provide for payment to the Secretary by the State of its
share of such aid, together with one-half of the additional cost. to the
Secretary involved in carrying out the agreement. other than the cost
of making the paymeMs.

"OVERPAYMENTS AND UNDERPAYMENTS

"SEC. 1606. Whenever the Secretary finds that. more or less than the
correct amount of payment. ha been made to any person as a direct.
Federal payment pursuant to section 1605, proper adjustment or recov-
ery shall, subject to the succeeding provisions of this section, he made.
by appropriate adjustments in future payments of the overpaid indi-
vidual or by recovery from him or his estate or payment to him. The
Secretary shall make such provision as lie finds appropriate ifl the case
of payment of more than the correct. amount of benefits with a view to
avoiding penalizing individuals who were without fault. in connection
with the overpayment, if adjustment or recovery on account of such
overpayment in such case would defeat the purposes of this title, or
be against equity or good conscience, or (because of the small amount
involved) impede efficient or effective administration.
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"OPERATION OF STATE PLANS

"SEC. 1607. If the Secretary, after reasonable notice and Oppor-
tunity for hearilig to the State agency administering or supervising the
administration of the State plan approved under this title, finds—

1) that the plan no longer complies with the provisions of
sections 1602 or 1603: or

(2) that in the administration of the plan there is a failure
to comply substantially with any such provision;

the Secretary shall notify such State agency that all, or such portion
as he deems appropriate, of ally further payments will not be made to
the State or individuals within the State under this title (or, in his
discretion, that payments will be limited to categories under or parts
of the state plan iiot affected by such failure), until the Secretary
is satisfied that there will no longer be any such failure to comply.
Fntil he is so satisfied he shall make no such further pa ments to the
State or individuals in the State under this title (or shall limit pay-
ments to categories under or parts of the State plan not affected by
ucli failure).

"PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR SERVICES AND ADMINISTRATION

"SEC. 100. (a) If the State plan of a State approved under section
1602 provides that the State agency will make available to applicants
for or recipients of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled under the State
plan at least those services to help them attain or retain capability for
self-support or self-care which are prescribed by the Secretary, such
State shiull qualify for payments for services under subsection (b) of
this section.

"(b) In the case of any State whose State plan approved under
section 1002 meets the requirements of subsection (a), the Secretary
shall pay to the. State from the sums appropriated therefor an amount
equal to the sum of the following proportions of the total amounts
expended during each quarter, as found necessary by the Secretary for
tIle pioper and efficient administration of the State plan—

"(1) 75 per centum of so much of such expenditures as are
for—

"(A) services which are prescribed pursuant to subsec-
tion (a) and are. provided (in accordance with subsection
(ct ) to applicants for or recipients of aid under the plan to
help them attain or retain capability for self-support or self-
care, or

"(B) other services, specified by the Secretary as likely to
prevent or reduce dependency, so provided to the applicants
or recipients of aid, or

"(Ct any of the services prescribed pursuant to subsection
(a), and any of the services specified in subparagraph (B) of
this paragraph. which the Secretary may specify as apPro-
priate for individuals who, within such periol or periods as
the. Secretary ma prescribe, have been or are likely to become
applicants for or recipients of aid under the plan, if such
services are requested by the individuals and are provided to
them in accordance wtih subsection (c).or
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"(D) the training of personnel employed, or preparing for
employment by the State agency or by the local agency ad-
ministering the plan in the political subdivision; plus

"(2) one-half of so much of such expenditures (not included
under paragraph (1)) as are for services provided (in accordance
with subsection (c)) •to applicants for or recipients of aid under
the plan, and to individuals requesting such services who (within
such period or periods as the Secretary may prescribe) have been
or are likely to become applicants for or recipients of such aid;
plus

"(3) one-half of the remainder of such expenditures.
"(c) The services referred to in paragraphs (1) and () of subsec-

tion (b) shall, except to the extent specifie(l by the Secretary, include
only—

"(1) services provided by the staff of the State agency, or the
local agency administerino' the State plan in the political sub-
division (but no funds aut'iorized under this title shall be avail-
able for services defined as vocational rehabilitation services under
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act (A) which are available to in-
dividuals in need of them under programs for their rehabilita-
tion carried on under a State plan approved under that Act, or
(B) which the State agency or agencies administering or super-
vising the administration of the State plan approved under that
Act are able and willing to provide if reimbursed for the cost
thereof pursuant to agreement under paragraph (2), if provided
by such staff), and

"(2) subject to limitations prescribed by the Secretary, services
which in the judgment of the State agency cannot be as econom-
ically or as effectively provided by the staff of that State or local
agency and are not otherwise reasonably available to individuals
in need of them, and which are provided, pursuant to agreement
with the State agency, by the State health authority or the State
agency or agencies administering or supervising the administra-
tion of the State plan for vocational rehabilitation services ap-
proved under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act or by any other
State agency which the Secretary may determine to be appropriate
(whether provided by its staff or by contract with PulliC (local)
or nonprofit prlvate agencies).

Services described in clause (B) of paragraph (1) may be provided
only pursuant to agreement with the State agency or agencies admin-
isteiing or supervising the administration of the State plan for voca-
tional rehabilitation services approved under the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act.

"(ci) The portion of the amount expended for administration of the
State plan to which paragraph (1) of subsection (b) applies and the
portion thereof to which paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b)
apply shall be determined in accordance with such methods and pro-
ce(Tures as may be permitted by the Secretary.

"(e) In the case of any State whose plan approved under section
1602 does not meet the requirements of subsection (a) of this section,
there shall be paid to the State, in lieu of the amount provided for
under subsection (b), an amount equal to one-half the total of the
sums expended during each quarter as found necessary by the Secre-
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tory for the ploper and efficient aciministiation of the State plan2 in-
chiding services referred to in subsections (b) and (c) and provided
in accordance with the provisions of those subsections.

"(f) In the ease of any State whose State plan included a provision
meeting the requirements of subsection (a), but with respect to which
the Secretary finds, after reasonable notice and opportunity for hear-
ing to the State agency administering or supervising the adrnimstra-
tion of the plan, that—

(1) the pI\ision no longer complies with the requirements
of subsection (a),or

(2) in the administration of the plan there is a failure to com-
ply suostantially with such provision,

the Secretary shall notify the State agency that all, or such portion
us lie deems appropriate, of any further payments will not be made to
the State under subsection (b) until lie is satisfied that there will rio
loni'e.r le any such failure to comply. ITntil the Secretary is so satisfied.
no such further payments with respect to the administration of and
services tinder the State plan shall be made, subject to the other pro-
visions of this title, undei subsection (e) instead of subsection (b).

"COMPFT.XTIOX OF PAYMENTS TO STATES

"Si':c. 1609. (a) (1) Prior to the beginnin of each quartet, the Sec-
letui'v shall estimate the amount to which a State will be entitled under
siii>setions 1604 and 1608 for that quarter. such estimates to he based
on (X) a report ified hi- the State containinn its estimate of the total

to he expended in that quarter in accordance with the 10 SloBs
of sectoiis l6- and 160$, end statin the amount appropriated or made
i tailable by the State and its pohitcal subdivisions for such expendi-
tules in that quarter, end, if such amoimt is less than the State's pro-
portionate. share of the total sum of such estimated expenditures, the
source or scinrces from which the difference is expected to be derived.
011(1 (T) such other invesi-i.oation as the Secretary may find necessary.

"(2) Tl:e Secietarv shall then nov in such installments as lie ma
deteiniinn, the amount so estimated, reduced or increased to the extent
of toy o"erpavnienf eu underpayment which the Secretary determines
was made under this section to the State fot- any prior quarter and

thi iepecr to which adjustment has not ali-eath- been made under
this subsection.

"(b) The pro rate share to which the Fnited States is equitably en-
titled.. a determined hr the Secretary, of the net amount, recovered
duiiipj any quarter by a State or political subdivision thereof with
respect. to aid furnished under the State, plan, hut excluding any
amount of such aid recovered from the estate of a deceased recipient
wh tb m not in excess of the amount expended by the State or any
001 ficai nhdn-ision thereof for the fimeral expenses of the deceased.
shall lie considered an overpayment, to be adjusted under subsection
(a (2L

"(c' fpon the makin of aiiy estimate by the Secretary tinder this
suhsect,oii, an appropriations available for payments under this sec-
tion shall he deemed ohli'ated.
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'DEFINITION

"SEC. 161.0. For purposes of this title, the terni 'aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled' means money payrneiits to needy individuals who
are 65 years of ae or older, are blind, or are severely disabled, hut.
such term does not include—

(1) any such payments to any individual who is an inmate of
a public. mstitution (except as a patieit in a medical institu-
tion) or

(2) any such payments to any individual who has not attained
65 years of age and who is a patient in an institution for tuber-
culosis or mental cli seases.

Such term also includes payments which are not included within the
meaning of such term under the preceding sentence, but which would
be so included except that they are made on behalf of such a needy
individual to another individual who (as determined in accordance
with standards prescribed by the Secretary) is interested in or con-
ceined with the welfare of such needy individual, but only with respect
to a State whose State plan approved under section 1602 includes
iros1on for—

'(A) determination by the State agency that the needy inclivid-
uni has, by reason of his physical or mental condition, such in-
ability to manage funds that making payments to him would be
contrary to his welfare and, therefore, it is necessary to provide
such aid through payments described in this sentence:

(B) making such payments only in cases in which the payment.
wil], under the rules otherwise applicable under the State plan
for determining need and the amount of aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled to be paid (and in conjunction with other income and
resources), meet all the need of the individuals with respect to
whom such payineits are made;

"(C) undertaking and continuing special efforts to protect
the. welfare of such individuals and to improve, to the extent pos-
sible, his capacity of self-care and to manage funds;

"(D) periodic review by the State agency of the determina-
tion under clause (A) to ascertain whether conditions justifying
such determination still exist, with provision for termination of
the payments if they do not and for seeking judicial. appointment
of a guardian, or other legal representative, as described in section
1111, if and when it appears that such action will best serve the
interests of the needy inch vidual : and

"(E) opportunity for a fair hearing before the State agency
on the determination referred to in clause (A) for any individual
with respect to whom it is made.

Whether an individual is blind or severely disabled, shall he deter-
mined for PiiiPoses of this title in accordance with criteria. prescribed
by the Secretary."

REPEAL OF TITLES I, X, AND xiv ov ThE SOCIAL SECuRITY ACT

SEc. 202. rfitles I,X, and XIV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
301, et seq., 1201, et seq., 1351, et seq.) are hereby repealed.
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TIIANs1rIox PflO VISION 1EL\'IJXG 'Fl) OVEJPAyMExFs ANt) IXDEi.VMEN!.S

SEC. 203. In the case of any State which has a State plaii approved
under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the. Social Securit Act as in effect
prior to the enactment. of this section, any oveipavment or underpay-
ment which the Secretary (letermine.s was made to such State under
section 3, 1003, 1403, or 1(503 of such Act with respect to a period be-
fore the approval of a plan under title XVI as amended o tins Act,
and with respect. to which ccl justnient- has not already heen made
under subsection (b) of such section 3. 1003, 1403, or 1603, shall, for
pirposes of section 1609(n) of such ct as herein amended be eon-
sidereci an overpayment or underpayment (as the case may be) lna(ie
under title XVI of such Act as herein amended.

TR.\NSJT]oN I'ROVISIOX RELATING TO 1)EF1N1'i[ONS OF BLINDNESS
AND 1)ISABILI'I'Y

SEc. 204. in the case. of any State which has in operat ion a plan of
aid to the blind under title X. aid to the permanently and total lv (l's—
abled under title XIV, or aid to the aged, btmind, or disabled muTer
title XVI, of the Social Security Act as in effect prIor to the enact-
ment of this Act, the State plan of such State submitted under title
XVI of such Act a.s amended by tins Act shall not he denied approval
thereundej, with respect. to the period ending with the first July 1
which follows the close of the first regular session of the legislature
of such State which begins after time enact.niemmt. of this Act. by reason
of its failure to include therein a test of disability or blindness (ii tier-
ent from filet. included iii the State's plan (approved under such title
X, XIV, or XVI of such Act) as in effect oti tile (late of the enact-
ment of this Act.

TITLE III—MTSCELLAXEQIS CONFORMIX
AMENDMENTS

Sic. 301. Section 228(d) (1) of the. Social security Art is aniemided
by striking out "I, X, XIV, or'' and by striking out. "pa it A' and
inserting in lieu thereof "recc'i yes paynlelits with respect to such
month pursuant to part D or E".

SEc. 302. Title XI of tile Social Security Act is amended as follows:
(1) in section 1101(a) (1) by striking out. "F. "X.', and

"XIV,";
(2) in section 1106(c) (1) (A) by striking out. "I, X, XIV,"
(3) in section 1108 by striking out "I, X, XIV. and XVF' and

inserting in lieu thereof "XVI" in subsection (a) and by striking
out "section 402(a) (19)" and jnsel'tn)Q in lieu thereof "part A of
title IV" in subsection (h)

(4) by amending section 1109 to read as follows:
"SEC. 1109. Any amount which is disregarded (or set aside for

future needs) in determining tile eligiblitv for and amount of aid or
assistance for any individual under a. State plan approved milldcl title
XVI or XIX, or eliibility for and amount. of pa. ment l)I1IsuamIt. to
part D or E of title. IV, shall Ilot. he taken into consideration in de—
teimining the eligibility for and amount. of such aid, assistance, or
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payments for any other individual under such other State plan or such
1) or

(5) in section 1111 by striking out "I, X, XIV, and" and by
striking out. "part X'and inserting in lieu thereof "parts 1')
and E";

(6) in section 1115 liv striking out "I, X, XIV," and by striking
out part A" and inserting in lieu thereof "parts A and E" in so
much thereof as precedes clause (a), by striking out "of section 2,
402, 1002, 1402," and inserting in lieu thereof "of or pursuant to
section 402,452," in clause (a) thereof, and by striking out "3,403,
1003, 1403. 1603," and inserting in lieu thereof "403, 453, 1604,
1608," in clause (b) thereof;

(7) in section 1116 by striking out "I, X, XIV," in subsections
(a) (1), (b), and (d), and by striking out "4, 404, 1004, 1404,
1604," in subsection (a) (3) and inserting in lieu thereof "404,
1607, 1608,";

(8) by repealing section 1118;
(9) in section 1119 by striking out "I, X, XIV," and by striking

out "part A" and inserting in lieu thereof "services under a State
plan approved under part A", and by striking out "3(a), 403(a),
1003(a), 1403(a), or 1603(a)" and inserting in lieu thereof "403
(a) or1604";and

(10) in section 1121(a) by striking out "a plan for old-age
assistance, approved under title I, a plan for aid to the blind, ap-
pioved under title X, a plan for aid to the permanently and totally
disabled, approved under title XIV, or a plan for aid to the aged,
blind, or disabled" a.nd inserting in lieu thereof "a plan for aid to
the aged, blind, and disabled", and by inserting "(other than a
public nonmedical facility)" after "intermediate care facilities"
the first time it appears therein.

SEC. 303. Title XVIII of the Social Security Act is amended, as
follows:

(1) in section 1843(b) by striking out "title I or" in paragraph
(1), by striking out "all of the plans" in paragraph (2) and sub-
stituting in lieu thereof "the plan", and by striking out "titles I,
X, XIV, and XVI, and part A" in paragraph (2) and inserting
in lieu thereof "title XVI and under part E":

(2) in section 1843(f) by striking out "title I, X, XIV, or XVI
or part A" both times it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
"title XVI and under part E", and by striking out "title I, XVI,
or XIX" and inserting in lieu thereof "title XVI or XIX"; and

(3) in section 1863 by striking out "I, XVI", and inserting in
lieu thereof "XVI".

SEC. 304. Title XIX of the Social Security Act is amended as
follows

(1) in clause (1) of the first sentence of section 1901 by striking
out "families with dependent children" and "permanently and
totally" and inserting in lieu thereof, respectively, "needy families
with children" and "severely";

(2) in section 1902(a) (5) by striking out "I or";
(3) in section 1902(a) (10) by amending so much thereof as

precedes clause (A) to read:
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"(10) provide for making medical assistance available to
all individuals receiving assistance to needy families with chil-
dren as defined in section 406(b), receiving payments under
an agreement pursuant to part E of title IV, or receiving aid
to the aged, blind, and disabled under a State plan approved
under title XVI; and—"

and by amending clauses (A) and (B) by inserting "or payments
under such part E" after "such plan" each time it appea is therein;

(4) by amending section 1902a) (13) (B) to read:
"(B) in the case of individuals receiving assistance to

needy faliinies with children as defined iii section 406(b), ic—

ceiving payineits under an agreement pursuant to part E of
title IV, or receiving aid to the aged, blind, and disabled
under a State plan approved under title XVI, for the inclu-
sion of at least the care and services listed in clauses (1)
through (5) of section 1905(a),and";

(5) in section 1902(a) (14) (A) by striking out "aid or assist-
ance under State plans approved under title I, X, XIV, XVI, and
part A of title IV," and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to
needy families with children as defined in section 406(b), receiv-
ing payments under an agreement pursuant to part E of tit]e IV.
or receiving aid to the aged, blind, and disabled under a State
plan approved under title XVI,";

(6) in section 1902(a) (17) by striking out in so much thereof
as precedes clause (A) "aid or assistance under the State's plan
approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part A of title IV,"
and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with
children as defined in section 406(b), payments under an agree-
ment pursuant to part E of title IV, or aid under a State plan
approved under title XVI," by striking out in clause (B) thereof
"aid or assistance in the form of money payments under a State
plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part A of title
IV" and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance to needy families with
children as clefiiiecl in section 406(b), J)ayments under an agree-
ment pursuant to part E of title IV, or aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled i.uider a State plan approved under title XVI", and by
striking out in such clause (B) "and or assistance under such plan'
and inserting in lieu thereof "assistance, and, or l1y1ne1its";

(7) in section 1902(a) (20) (C) by striking out "section
3(a) (4) (A) (i) and (ii) or section 1603(a) (4) (A) (i) and (ii)"
and inserting in lieu thereof "section 1608(b) (1) (A) and (B)";

(8) in the last sentence of section 1902(a) by striking out "title
X (or tit]e XVI, insofar as it relates to the blind) was different
from the State agency which administered or supervised the ad-
ministration of the State plan approved under title I (or title
XVI, insofar as it relates to the aged), the State agency which
administered or supervised the administration of such plan ap-
proved under title X (or title XVI, insofar as it relates to the
blind)" and inserting in lieu thereof, "title XXiI, insofar as it
relates to the blind, was different from the a encv which admin-
istered or sunervised the administration of such plan insofar as it
relates to the aged, the agency which administered or supervised
the administration of the p]an insofar as it relates to the blind";
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(9) in section 1902(b) (2) by striking out "section 406(a) (2)"
and inserting in lieu thereof "section 406(b)";

(10) in section 1902(c) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or XVI, or
part A" and inserting in lieu thereof "XVI or under an agreement
under part E";

(11) in section 1903(a) (1) by striking out "I, X, XIV, ol' XVI,
or part A" and inserting in lieu thereof "XVI or under an agree-
ment under part E";

(12) by repealing subsection (c) of section 1903:
(13) in section 1903(f) (1) (B) (i) by striking out "highest

amount which would ordinarily be paid to a. family of the same
size.without any income or resources, in the form of money pay-
inents, under the plan of the State approved under part A of title
IV of this Act" and inserting in lieu thereof, "highest total amount
which would ordinarily be paid under parts D and E of title IV
to a family of the same size without income or resources, eligible
in that State for money payments under part E of title IV of this
Act";

(14) in section 1903(f) (3) by striking out "the 'highest amount
which would ordinarily be paid' to such family under the State's
plan approved under part A of title IV of this Act" and inserting
in lieu thereof "the 'highest total amount which would orclinai'ily
be paid' to such family";

(15) in section 1903(f) (4) (A) by striking out "I, X, XIV, or
XVI, of part A" and inserting in lieu thereof "XVI or under an
agreement under part E"; and

(16) by arnendin section 1905(a)—
(A) by striking out "aid or assistance under the State's

plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or 1)art A of
title IV who are—" in so much thereof as precedes clause (i)
and inserting in lieu thereof "payments under part E of title
IV or aid under a State plan approved under title XVI, who
ale—",

(B) by amending clause (ii) to read : "(ii) receiving as-
sistance to needy families with children as defined in section
406(b), or payments pursuant to an agreement under pait E
of title IV,",

(C) by amending clause (v) to read : "(v) severely disabled
as defined by the Secretary in accordance with section 1602
(b) (4)," and

(D) by striking out "or assistance" and "I, X. XIV, or" in
clause (vi) and in the second sentence of such section 1905 (a).

TITLE TV—GENERAL

EFFECTIVE DATE

SEC. 401. The amendments and repeals made by tile preceding
provisions shall become effective, and section 9 of the Act of April 19,
1950 (25 U.S.C. 639) is repealed effective, on the first January 1 fol-
lowing the fiscal year in which this Act is enacted; except that—

(1) in the case of any State a statute of which prevents it from
making the supplementary payments pro\ided for in part E of
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title IV of the. Social Security Act, as aniew.led by thus Act, the
amendments made by this Act and such repeal shall not, apply
with respect to mclividuals in such State until (if later than the
date referred to above) the first July 1 which follows the close of
the first regular session of the legislature of such State which
begins after the enactment of this Act or until (if earlier than
July 1) the first calendar quarter following the date on which the
State certifies it is no longer so prevented from making such
pavirients: and

(2) in the case of any State a statute of which prevents it from
complying with the requirements of section 1602 of the Social
Security Act, as amended by this Act, the amendments made by
title II of this Act shall not apply until (if later than theJanuary 1
referred to above) the first July 1 which follows the close of the
first regular session of the legislature of such State which begins
after the enactment of this Act or on the earlier date on which
such State submits a plan meeting such requirements of section
1602;

and except that section 437 of the Social Security Act, as amended
by this Act, shall be effective upon enactment of this Act.

MEANING OF SECRETARY AND FISCAL YEAR

SEC. 402. As used in this Act and in the amendments made by this
Act, the term "Secretary" means, unless the context otherwise requires
and except in part C of title IV of the Social Security Act, the Secre-
tary of I-Iealth, Education, and Welfare; and the term "fiscal year"
means a period beginning with any July 1 and ending with the close
of the following June 30.



THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON WELFARE REFORM

THE WHITE HOUSE.

To the Congress of the United States:
A measure of the greatness of a powerful nation is the character of

the life it creates for those who are powerless to make ends meet.
If we do not find the way to become a working nation that properly

cares for the dependent, we shall become a welfare state that under-
mines the incentive of the working man.

The present welfare system has failed us—it has fostered family
breakup, has provided very little help in many States and has even
deepened dependency by all too often making it more attractive to go
on welfare than to go to work.

I propose a new approach that will make it more attractive to go
to work than to go on welfare, and will establish a nationwide mini-
mum payment to dependent families with children.

I propose that the Federal Government pay a basic income to those
American families who cannot care for themselves in whichever State
they live.

I propose that dependent families receiving such income be given
good reason to go to work by making the first $60 a month they earn
completely their own, with no deductions from their benefits.

I propose that we make available an addition to the incomes of the
"working poor," to encourage them to go on working and to eliminate
the posssibility of making more from welfare than from wages.

I propose that these payments be made upon certification of income.
with demeaning and costly investigations replaced 'by simplified re-
views and spot checks and with no eligibility requirement that the
household be without a father. That present requirement in many
States has the effect of breaking up families and contributes to delin-
quency and violence.

I propose that all employable persons who choose to accept these
payments be required to register for work or job training and be re-
quired to accept that work or training, provided suitable jobs are
available either locally or if transportation is provided. Adequate and
convenient day care would be provided children wherever necessary
to enable a parent to train or work. The only exception to this work
requirement would be mothers of preschool children.

I propose a nvljor expansion of job training and day care facilities,
so that current welfare recipients able to work can be set on the road
to self-reliance.

I propose that we also provide uniform Federal payment minimums
for the present three categories of welfare aid to adults—the aged,
the blind, and the disabled.

This would be total welfare reform—the transformation of a sys-
tem frozen in failure and frustration into a system that would work
and would encourage people to work.

(93)
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Accordingly, we have stopped considering human welfare in isola-
tion. The new plan is part of an overall approach which includes a
comprehensive new Manpower Training Act, and a plan for a system
of revenue sharing with the States to help provide all of them with
necessary budget relief. Messages on manpower training and revenue
sharing will follow this message tomorrow and the next day, and the
three should be considered as parts of a whole approach to what is
clearly a national problem.
Need for new departures

A welfare system is a success when it takes care of people who can-
not take care of themselves and when it helps employable people climb
toward independence.

A welfare system is a failure when it takes care of those who can
take care of themselves, when it drastically varies payments in differ-
ent areas, when it breaks up families, when it perpetuates a vicious
cycle of dependency, when it strips human beings of their dignity.

America's welfare system is a failure that grows worse every day.
First, it fails the recipient: In many areas, benefits are so low that

we have hardly begun to take care of the dependent. And there has
been no light at the end of poverty's tunnel. After 4 years of inflation,
the poor have generally become poorer.

Second, it fails the taxpayer: Since 1960, welfare costs have doubled
and the number on the rolls has risen from 5.8 million to over 9 mu-
lion, all in a time when unemployment was low. The taxpayer is en-
titled to expect government to devise a system that will help people
lift themselves out of poverty.

Fiiially, it fails American society: By breaking up homes, the pres-
ent welfare system has added to social unrest and robbed millions of
children of the joy of childhood; by widely varying payments among
regions, it has helped to draw millions into the slums of our cities.

The situation has become intolerable. Let us examine the alternatives
available:

We could permit the welfare momentum to continue to gather
speed by our inertia; by 1975 this would result in 4 million more
Americans on welfare rolls at a cost of close to $11 billion a year,
with both recipients and taxpayers shortchanged.

WTe could tinker with the system as it is, adding to the patch-
work of modifications arid exceptions. That has been the approach
of the past, and it has failed.

WTe could adopt a "guaranteed minimum income for everyone,"
which would appear to wipe out poverty overnight. It would also
wipe out the basic economic motivation for work, and place an
enormous strain on the industrious to pay for the leisure of the
lazy.

Or, we could adopt a totally new approach to welfare, designed
to assist those left far behind the national norm, and provide all
with the motivation to work and a fair share of the opportunity to
t rain.

Thuis administration, after a careful analysis of all the alternatives,
is conmniittecl to a new departure that will find a solution for the wel-
fare problem. The time for denouncing the old is over; the time for
dcvi sing the new is now.
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iecognizing the practicalities
People usually follow their self-interest.
This stark fact is distressing to many social planners who like to

look at problems from the top down. Let us abandon the ivory tower
and consider the real world in all we do.

In most States, welfare is provided only when there is no father at
home to provide support. If a man's children would be better off on
welfare than with the low wage he is able to bring home, wouldn't he
be tempted to leave home?

If a person spent a great deal of time a.nd effort to get on the wel-
fare rolls, wouldn't he think twice about risking his eligibility by
taking a job that might not last long?

In each case, welfare policy was intended to limit the spread of de-
pendency; in practice, however, the effect has been to increase depend-
ency and remove the incentive to work.

We fully expect people to follow their self-interest in their business
dealings; why should we be surprised when people follow their self-
interest in their welfare dealings? That is why we propose a plan in
which it is in the interest of every employable person to do his fair
share of work.
The operation of the new approach

1. TVe would assure an income foundation throughout every section
of America for all parents who cannot adequately support themselves
and their children. For a family of four with income of $720 or less,
this payment would be $1,600 a year; for a family of four with $2,000
income, this payment would supplement that income by $960 a year.

Under the present welfare system, each State provides "Aid to
families with dependent children," a program we propose to replace.
The Federal Government shares the cost, but each State establishes
key eligibility rules and determines how much income support will be
provided to poor families. The result has been an uneven and unequal
system. The 1969 benefits average for a family of four is $171 a month
across the Nation, but individual State averages range from $263
down to $39 a month.

A new Federal minimum of $1,600 a year cannot claim to provide
comfort to a family of four, but the present low of $468 a year cannot
claim to provide even the basic necessities.

The new system would do away with the inequity of very low benefit
levels in some States, and of State-by-State variations in eligibility
tests, by establishing a. federally financed income floor with a national
definition of basic eligibility.

States will continue to carry an important responsiblity. In 30
States the Federal basic payment will be less than the present levels of
combined Federal and State payments. These States will be required
to maintain the current level of. benefits, but in no case will a State
he required to spend more than 90 percent of its present welfare cost.
The Federal Government will not only provide the "floor," but it will
assume 10 percent of the benefits now being paid by the States as their
part of welfare costs.

In 20 States, the new payment would exceed the present average
benefit payments, in some cases by a wide margin. In 10 of these States,
where benefits are lowest and poverty often tiae most severe, the pay-
ments will raise benefit levels substantially. For 5 years, every State
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will be required to continue to spend at least half of what they are now
spending on welfare, to suplement the Federal base.

For the typical "welfare famiiy"—a mother with dependent children
and no outside income—the new system would provide a basic national
minimum payment. A mother with three small children would be
assured an annual income of at least $1,600.

For the family headed by an employed father or working mother,
the same basic benefits would be received, but $60 per month of earn-
ings would be "disregarded" in order to make up the costs of working
and provide a strong advantage in holding a job. The wage earner
could also keep 50 percent of his benefits as his earnings rise above that
$60 per month. A family of four, in which the father earns $2,000 in a
year, would receive payments of $960, for a total income of $2,960.

For the aged, the blind, and the disabled, the present system varies
benefit levels from $40 per month for an aged person in one State
to $145 per month for the blind in another. The new system would
establish a minimum payment of $65 per month for all three of these
adult categories, with the Federal Government contributing the first
$50 and sharing in payments above that amount.. This will raise the
share of the financial burden borne by the Federal Government for
payments to these adults who cannot support themselves, and should
pave the way for benefit increases in many States.

For the single adnlt who is not handicapped or aged, or for the mar-
ried couple without children, the new system would not apply. Food
stamps would continue to be available up to $300 per year per person,
according to the plan I outlined last May in my message to the Congress
on the food and nutrition needs of the population in poverty. For de-
pendent fmihies there will be an orderly substitution of food stamps by
the new direct monetary payments.

2. The new approach would end the blatant unfairness of the welfare
system.

In over half the States, families headed by unemployed men do not
qualify for public assistance. In no State does a family headed by a
father working full time receive help in the current welfare system, no
matter how little he earns. As we have seen, this approach to depend-
ency has itself been a cause of dependency. It results in a policy that
tends to force the father out of the house.

The new plan rejects a policy that undermines family life. It would
end the substantial financial incent.ives to desertion. It would extend
eligibility to all dependent families with children, without regard to
whether the family is headed by a man or a woman. The effects of these
changes upon human behavior would be an increased will to work,
the survival of more marriages, the greater stability of families. We
are determined to stop passing the cycle of dependency from generation
to generation.

The most glaring inequity in the old welfare system is the exclusion
of families who are working to pull themselves out of poverty. Families
headed by a nonworker often receive, more from welfare than families
headed by a husband working full time at very low wages. This has
been rightly resented by the working poor, for the rewards are just
the opposite of what they should be.

3. The new plan would create a much stronger incentive to work.
For people now on the welfare rolls, the preso'it ystem discourages
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the move from welfare to work by cutting benefits too fast and too
much as earnings begin. Tue new system would encourage work by
allowing the new worker to retain the first $7.0 of his yearly earnings
without any benefit reduction.

For people already working, but at poverty wages, the present system
often encourages nothing but resentment and an incentive to quit and
go on relief where that would pay more than work. The new plan, on
the contrary, would provide a supplement that will help a low-wage
worker—struggling to make ends meet—achieve a higher standard of
living.

For an employable person who just chooses not to work, neither
the present system nor the one we propose would support him, though
both would continue to support other dependent members in his
family.

However, a welfare mother with preschool children should not face
benefit reductions if she decides to stay home. It is not our intent
that mothers of preschool children must accept work. Those who can
work and desire to do so, however, should have the opportunity for
jobs and job training and access to day-care centers for their children;
this will enable them to support themselves after their children are
grown.

A family with a member who gets a job would be permitted to retain
all of the first $60 monthly income, amounting to $720 per year for a
regula.r worker, with no reduction of Federal payments. The incentive
to work in this provision is obvious. But there is another practical rea-
son: Going to work costs money. Expenses such as clothes, transporta-
tion, personal care, social security taxes and loss of income from odd
lobs amount to substantial costs for the average family. Since a family
does not begin to add to its net income until it surpasss the cost of
working, in fairness this amount should not be subtracted from the new
payment.

After the first $720 of income, the rest of the earnings will result in
a. systematic reduction in payments.

I believe the vast majority of poor people in the United States prefer
to work rather than have the Government support their families. In
1968, 600,000 families left the welfare rolls out of an average caseload
of 1,400,000 during the year, showing a considerable turnover, much of
it voluntary.

However, there may be some who fail to seek or accept work, even
with the strong incentives and training opportunities that will be pro-
vided. It would not be fair to those who willingly work, or to all tax-
payers, to allow others to choose idleness when opportunity is avail-
able. Thus, they must accept training opportunities and jobs when
offered, or give up their right to the new pavnients for themselves. No
ablebodied person will have a "free ride" in a nation that provides
opportunity for training and work.

4. The bridge from welfare to work should be buttressed by training
and child care pro grams. For many, the incentives to work in this plan
would be all that is necessary. How-ever, there are other situations where
these incentives need to be supported by measures that will overcome
other barriers to employment.

I propose that funds be provided for expanded training and job de-
velopment programs so that an additional 150,000 welfare recipients
can become jobworthy during the first year.
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Manpower training is a basic bridge to work for poor people,
especially people with limited education, low skills and limited job
experience. Manpower training programs can provide this bridge for
many of our poor. In the new manpower training proposal to be sent
to the Congress this week, the interrelationship with this new ap-
proach to welfare will be apparent.

I am also requesting authority, as a part of the new system, to provide
child care for the 450,000 children of the 150,000 current welfare re-
cipients to be trained.

The child care I propose is more than custodial. This Administration
is committed to a new emphasis on child development in the first 5 years
of life. The day care that would be part of this plan would be of a
quality that will help in the development of the child and provide for
its health and safety, and would break the poverty cycle for this new
generation.

The expanded child care program would bring new opportunites
along several lines: opportunities for the further involvement of pm-
vate enterprise in providing high quality child care service: oppor-
tunities for volunteers; and opportunities for training and employment
in child care centers of many of the welfare mothers themselves.

I am requesting a total of $600 million additional to fund these
expanded training programs and child care centers.

5. The new system will lessen welfare redtape and provide admin-
istrative cost savings. To cut out the costly investigations so bitterly
resented as "welfare snooping," the Federal payment will, be based
upon a certification of income, with spot checks sufficient to prevent
abuses. The program will be administered on an automated basis, using
the information and technical experience of the Social Security Ad-
ministration. but, of course. will be entirely separate from the admin-
istration of the social security trust fund.

The States would be given the option of having the Federal Gov-
ernment handle the payment of the State supplemental benefits on a
reimbursable basis, so that they would be spared their present admin-
istrative burdens and so a single check could be sent to the recipient.
These simplifications will save money and eliminate indignities; at
the same time, welfare fraud will be detected and lawbreakers
prosecuted.

6. This new departure would require a svbstantial initial invest-
ment, but will yield future returns to the Nation. This transformation
of the welfare system will set in motion forces that will lessen depen-
dency rather t.han perpetuate and enlarge it. A more productive pop-
ulation adds to real economic growth without inflation. The initial
investment is needed now to stop the momentum of work to welfare.
and to start a new momentum in the opposite direction.

Tire costs of welfare benefits for families with dependent children
have, been rising alarmingly the past several years, increasing from
$1 billion in 1960 to an estimated $3.3 billion in 1969, of which $1.8
billion s paid by the Federal Government, and $1.5 billion is paid by
the States. Based on current population and income data, the pro-
posals I am making today will increase Federal costs during the first
year by an estimated $4 billion, which includes $600 million for job
training and child care centers.

The startup costs of lifting many people out of dependency will
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ultimately cost the taxpayer far less tha.n the chronic costs—in dollars
and in national values—of creating a permanent underclass in America.
From welfare to work

Since this administration took office, members of the Urban Affairs
Council, including officials of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the Department of Labor, the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity, the Bureau of the Budget, and other key advisers, have been
working to develop a coherent, fresh approach to welfare, manpower,
training, and revenue sharing.

I have outlined our conclusions about an important component of
this approach in this message; the Secretary of HEW will transmit to
the Congress •the proposed legislation after the summer recess.

I urge the Congress to begin its study of these proposals promptly
so that laws can be enacted and funds authorized to begin the new
system as soon as possible. Sound budgetary policy must be main-
tained in order to put this plan into effect—especially the portion sup-
plernentiiig the wages of the working poor.

With the establishment of the new approach, the Office of Economic
Opportunity will concentrate on the. important task of finding new
ways of opening economic opportunity for those who are able to work.
Rather thaii focusing on income support activities, it must find means
of providing opportunities for individuals to contribute to the full
extent of their capabilities, and of developing and improving those
capabilities.

This would be. the effect of the transformation of welfare into
"workf are," a new work-rewarding system:

For the first time, all dependent families with children in America,
regardless of where they live, would be assured of minimum standard
payments based upon uniform and single eligibility standards.

For the first time, the more than 2 million families who make up
the working poor would be helped toward self-sufficiency and away
from future welfare dependency.

For the first time, train in and work opportunity with effective in-
centives would be given millions of families who would otherwise be
locked into a welfare system for generations.

For the first time, the Federal Government would make a strong
contribution toward relieving the financial burden of welfare pay-
ments from State governments.

For the first time, every dependent family in America would be
encouraged to stay together, free from economic pressure to split
apart.

These are far-reaching effects. They cannot be purchased cheaply, or
by piecemeal efforts. This total reform looks in a new direction; it
requires new thinking, a new spirit and a fresh dedication to reverse
the downhill course .of welfare. In its first year, more than half the
families participating in the program will have one member working
or training.

We have it in our power to raise the standard of living and the
realizable hopes of millions of our fellow citizens. By providing an
equal ehane at the starting line, we can reinforce the traditional
American spirit of self-reliance and self-respect.

RICIIARD NIXON.
THE Wi-liTli hOUSE.

August 11, 1969



Proposed benefit schedule
APPENDIX

PROPOSED BENEFIT SCHEDULE (EXCLUDING ALL STATE BENEFITS) I

Earned income New benefit Total income

0

$500
$1,000

$1,603
1,600
1,460

$1,600
2,100
2,460

$1,500
$2,000
$2,500
$3,000
$3,500

1,210
960
710
460
210

2,710
2,960
3,210
3.460
3,710

$4,000 0 4,000

I For a 4-person family, with a basic payment standard of $1,600 and an earned incsme disregard of $720.
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BACKGROUND MATERIAL

I. TITE PRESENT SYSTEM

A. FAILURES

The present welfare s stem has been a failure; all indications are
that its future will he worse, not better. In the last decade, the costs
of aid to families with dependent children (AFDC) have more than
tripled. The caseload has more than doubled.

Even more disturbing is the fact that the proportion of persons on
AFDC is growing. In the past 15 years the proportion of children
receiving assistance has doubled—from 30 children per 1,000 to about
60 per 1.000 at present.

B. INEQUITIES

Serious inequities exist under AFDC between regions of the country,
betwee.n male- and female-headed families, and between poor people
who work to help themselves on the one hand and the welfare poor on
the other hand.

Average benefits for a female-headed family of four persons vary
from $39 to $263 a month.

Onlv 24 State.s provide federally matched assistance to male-headed
families, and this is only done where there is an "unemployed father"
in the house—one who works no more than 30 hours a week. In no
State is there now federally matched assistance for a male-headed
family where the father works full time.

The present AFDC system encourages dependency. The preferential
treatment of female-headed families has led to increased family break-
up. Tn 1940. 30 percent of AFDC families had absent fathers; today it
is over 70 percent.

II. THE NEw SYSTEM

A. COVERAGE

The administration's proposed welfare reform will provide direct
Federal payments to all families with children with incomes below
stipulated amounts.

The principal new group made eligible for cash assistance under the
proposal is "working poor" families headed by males employed full
time. The administration's proposed system would cover both "depend-
ent families" defined as those headed h-i' a female or an unemployed
father, and "working poor" families, defined as families headed by a
full-time employed male.

- fl. BENEFIT LEVELS

1. F(fm?le. U'?th 'nO earn?'nrJ
The hsic Federal benefit for a family of four would be $1600 r"

year, $500 per pei'son for the first two family members and $300 for
(103)
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each family member thereafter. A seven-person family with no earn-
ings would receive $2,500 per year.. Families wit/i earnngs

Families of four with earnings up to $3,920 per year would he eli-
gible for payments. Families of seven would be eligible up to $5,720.
All families would be allowed to "disregard" $60 per month ($720 per
year) as work-related expenses—transportation, meals, clothing. Bene-
fits would be reduced by 50 percent as earnings increase above $720
per year.

C. AN EXAIPLE

A family of four with earnings of $2,000 would be entitled to dis-
regard the first $720 in earnings.

Subtracting $720 from $2,000, the remainder is $1,280. Fifty percent
of this amount ($640) is subtracted from the family's entitlement. for
benefits, which is $1,600. The remainder ($960) is added to the family's
earnings of $2,000. Its total income, therefore, would be $4,960. (See
chart II.)

A family of seven, with $2,000 in income, using the same arithmetic,
would be entitled to benefits of $1,860 for a total income of $3,860.

D. STATE SUPPLEMENTAL BENEFITS

In order that present benefit levels not be reduced for families aided
under the existing AFDC program, the new system would require the
continuation of State benefits equal to the difference between the pro-
posed Federal minimum and a State's present benefit level. All States,
however, would receive fiscal relief under the proposed welfare
program.

States would not be required to supplement "working poor" families.

E. THE WORK REQUiREMENT

A basic element of the administration's welfare reform program is
its emphasis on work, both a strong work requirement and the provi-
sion of incentives thronghout the system for training and employment.
(See chart VI.)

All applicants for benefits who are not working are required to
register with the Employment Service.

Employable recipient.s must accept training or employment or lose
their portion of the family's benefit.

F. TRAINING AND DAY CARE

To insure that employable recipients become self-sufficient, the ad-
ministration's program provides a substantial increase in training op-
portunities and child care services. Training opportunities will be pro-
vicled for an additional 150,000 welfare mothers. Child care services
will be provided for an additional 450,000 children in families headed
by welfare mothers.

0. ADMINISTRATION

Another important feature of the administration's welfare reform
program is the national administration of the basic Federal benefit
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for families. It is proposed that the administration of the system be
assigned to the Social Security Administration in the Department of
Health, Education and Weif are. The administration of the new system
by the Social Security Administration would be handled entirely sepa-
rate from its responsibility for the wage-related contributory OASDI
programs.

III. COST OF TIlE PRoGRAI

The estimated cost in the first full year of operation of the proposed
welfare reform program is $4 billion. This is additional to present
Federal spending for public assistance, estimated at $4.20 billion in
fiscal year 1970.

Major cost components of the program are:
Billion

1. Benefits to families $2. 5
2. Adult minimum standards . 4
3. Training and day care to provide additional work opportunities for

cash assistance receipts . 6
3. Other: Administration, effects on other programs, fiscal relief to States,

and adjustments for lagged income reporting . 5

Total 4. 0

A. BENEFITS TO FAMILIES

The estimate above of $2.5 billion in additional spending for benefits
to families is based on an inter-agency analysis of data from the OEO
Survey of Economic Opportunity. The economic model for deriving
this estimate uses data on 14,000 low income families and current re-
search findings.

B. ADuLT MINIMUM STANDARD

The administration's welfare ref orm program also establishes a Fed-
eral minimum payment level of $65 per month for the three adult
public assistance categories (aid for the blind, the disabled and the
aged) and provides for the administrative combination of these
programs.

Under this proposal, the Federal Government pays 100 percent of
the first $50 50 percent of the next $15; and 25 percent thereafter.
Fiscal relief for State and local governments as a result of this Federal
minimum for the adult categories is $400 million.

C. TRAINING AND CI-IILD CARD

The total cost for training an additional 150,000 welfare mothers
and providing child care services for an additional 450,000 children is
$623 million.

SUMMARY OF ADDED TRAINING AND CHILD CARE COSTS AND ENROLLMENTS

Persons
served

(thousands)
Unit
cost

Total
cost

(millions)

Training 150 $1 110
Incentive payments 150 180

Child care 450 858
Upgrading 75 600

Total

$165
27

386
45

623



106

IV. FISCAL BELIEF To STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

A. UNDER THE NEW WELFARE PLAN

Under the administration's proposed welfare reform program, all
States receive fiscal relief. Each State is required to spend at least 50
percent of the amount spent in the base year for the present public
assistance programs. No State, however, is required to spend more than
90 percent of expenditures in the base year for the four categories.

B. REVENUE SHARING

State and local governments are also aided under the administra-
tion's proposed revenue sharing program. The fiist full year effect of
revenue sharing is $1 billion. The amount of revenue sharing increases
annually in five steps thereafter.

C. COMBINED IMPAcT OF WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL AND REVENUE
SHARING

Combining the welfare reform and revenue sharing proposals, $5
billion in new first-year funds is distributed as follows:

Billion
Cash assistance benefits for the poor $2. 2
Fisca.l relief for State and local governments 1. 7
Additional training and day care . 6
Other . s

Total . çj

The table attached provides State-by-State data on fiscal relief under
both the administration's proposed welfare and revenue sharing re-
forms in their first full year of effect.
TABLE 1—IMPACT ON STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS OF WELFARE REFORM AND REVENUE SHARING (FIRST

FULL-YEAR EFFECT)

Fiscal Fiscal
relief relief

under under
Revenue welfare Revenue welfare

State sharing refurm Total State sharing reform Total

Alabama 16. 1 11.9 28.0 Montana 3.9 1.4 5.3
Alaska
Arizona

1.2 1.0 2.2 Nebraska
10. 1 3.4 13.5 Nevada

6.6 3.4 10.0
2.5 .9 3.4

Arkansas
California
Colorado

9. 5 6.2 15.7 New Hampshire
112. 5 179.5 292.0 New Jersey
11.6. 13.0 24.6 New Mexico

3.1 .9 4.0
31.1 25.2 56.3
5.7 3.2 8.9

Connecticut 12.8 . 8.8 21.6 New York 117.1 43.9 161.0
Delaware 2. 4 1.6 4.0 North Carolina 24.2 10.4 34.6
District of Columbia 3. 4 4. 1 7. 5 Nnrth Dakota 3. 5 . 4 3.
Florida 30. 8.5 39.3 Ohio 41.2 32.0 73:2
Georgia
Hawoii
Idaho
Illinnis

20.
4.
4.

44.

12.
3.
1.

49.

5 33.3
3 8. 1
0 5.0
6 94. 1

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

12.6
10.
53.3
4.3

19.3 31.9
4 6.1 16.5

43.2 96.
5.2 9.

Indiana 24. 5. 0 29.2 South Carolina 12.1 2.2 14.
Iowa 14. b 7. 0 21. 6 Sooth Dakota 3.9 1.2 5.
Kansas 12. 1 6. 6 18. 7 Tennessee 18. 1 8. 6 26.
Kentucky
Louisiana

14.8 10.6 25.4
20.3 18.9 39.2

Texas
Utah

47.4 25.1 72.
5.7 2.9 8.0

Maine 5.1 2.0 7.1 Vermont 2.4 1.2 3.6
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

18.1 14.4 32.5
29.6 30.1 59.7
40.8 35.5 76.3
21.5 9.3 37.8

Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

20.4 4.7
06.2 13.
9.0 4

24.2 12.

25.
6 29.8
5 13.5
4 30.6

Mississippi
Missouri

12.6 .9 13.5
20.4 18.3 38.7

Wynroing 2.1 .9 3.0

Total 1,000.0 735.8 1,735.8

0
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October 31, 1969

HEARINGS ON SOCIAL SECURITY, WELFARE REFORM, AND HEALTH
COSTS

To Administrative, Supervisory,
and Technical Employees

On Wednesday, October 15, the Committee on Ways and Means began public
hearings on H. R. 14080, the "Social Security Amendments of 1969," and
H. R. 14173, the "Family Assistance Act of 1969." Secretary Finch gave•
the opening testimony, which presented the Administration's position on
needed improvements in the social security program and on welfare
reform. Following the Secretary's testimony, I presented a series of
charts explaining the provisions of H. R. 14080. Enclosed is a pamphlet
printed by the Committee on Ways and Means which includes the Secretary's
statement, the charts that I used in my presentation, and a statement which
Secretary of Labor Shultz presented to the Committee on October 16.

Secretary Finch, Miss Mary E. Switzer, Administrator, Social and Re-
habilitation Service, and I, together with other offtcials of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare and of the Department of Labor, again
appeared before the Committee on October 21 to answer additional
questions on. the proposed legislation. Public witnesses representing
organizations interested in the areas covered by the hearings began
testifying on October 22. It is expected that the public hearings will
continue through November 13.

During his testimony on October 15, Secretary Finch announced that the
Administration was forwarding to the Congress that day a proposed bill,
the "Health Cost Effectiveness Amendments of 1969." The enclosed
summary briefly outlines the specific proposals in, this bill which the
Committee will also be considering (although it has not been formally
introduced by a member of the Congress).

We will keep you informed about important developments in the
congressional consideration of the legislative proposals.

Enclosures 2

Robert M: Ball
Commissioner

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION





Summary of Legislative Proposals to Effect Cost Controls
under the Medicare, Medicaid, and Maternal and Child Health Programs

Proposal No. 1 would authorize the Secretary to withhold or reduce reim-
bursement amounts to providers of services under title XVIII for depreciation,
interest, equity capital, or other expense related to capital expenditures
for plant and equipment in excess of $50,000 that have been specifically
disapproved by the State agency established or designated pursuant to
section 3l11.(a)(2)(A) of the Public Health Service Act as not being in con-
formance with the over-all plan of such agency. Providers of services
proposing to make such capital expenditures would be required to give at
least 60-day prior notice to the State agency. Similar authority would be
provided with respect to the Federal share of payments for inpatient hospital
care under titles V and XIX of the Social Security Act.

Proposal No. 2 would require providers of services, as a condition of
participation under the Medicare program, to have a written plan reflecting
an operating budget and a capital expenditures budget. The plan would be
expected to contain information outlining the services to be provided in the
future, the estimated costs of providing such services (including proposed
capital expenditures for replacement of equipment, and modernization and
expansion of the plant and equipment), and the proposed methods of financing
such costs. It would have to be prepared and reviewed and updated at least
annually by a committee appointed by the governing body of the institution
and comprised of representatives of the administrative staff and, if any,
the medical staff.

Under proposal No. 3, the Secretary, after consultation with the several
recognized associations representing hospitals or other providers in a
given area, could institute areawide experiments or demonstration projects
with hospitals or other providers in that area and could, subject to certain
safeguards provided for the hospitals or providers, require the participation
of all such hospitals or other providers where no more than 20 percent of
such hospitals or other providers would be caused undue hardship. The
proposal would also permit the Secretary, through experiments or demonstration
projects, to make payment to organizations and institutions for services which
are not currently covered under titles V, XVIII, and XIX and 'which are
incidental to services covered under the programs if the, inclusion of the
additional services would offer the promise of program savings without any
loss in the quality of care. The proposal would also authorize the Secretary
to experiment with the use of rates established by a State for administration
of one or more of its laws for payment or reimbursement to health facilities
located in such State. Authority 'would also be provided under the proposal
to experiment with different methods of reimbursement with respect to the
services of residents, interns and supervising physicians in teaching
settings.

Under proposal No. 1, the Secretary would be given authority to discontinue
payments under the Medicare program for services rendered by hospitals,
extended care. facilities, home health agencies, persons who sippiy services
pursuant to arrangements with these institutions, physicians, and other
suppliers of health and medical services found to be guilty of program abuses;
e.g., overcharging, furnishing excessive, inferior or harmful services, etc.
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Also, t1ere would be no Federal financial participation in any expenditure
under the Medicaid and maternal and child health programs by the State
with respect to services furnished by a supplier to whom the Secretary
would not make Medicare payments under this proposed change.

Proposal No. 5 would authorize the Secretary to limit titles V, XVIII,
and XIX reimbursement to a facility's customary charges so that total

reimbursement paid under the various programs would not exceed what would
have been paid if the facility's customary charges to the general public
had been paid. However, where the facility was a public institution which
furnished services free of charge or at nominal charges to the public,
reimbursement would continue to be determined on the basis of cost.

Under proposal No. 6, payment of hospital Insurance benefits for inpatient
hospital services and posthospital extended care services would be limited
to exclude cases where there had been a finding by a utilization review
committee that either admission to the institution or the furnishing of
particular professional services (including drugs and biologicals) by the
Institution was medically unnecessary. A similar limitation would be
placed on payment of supplementary medical insurance benefits with respect
to medical and other health services furnished on an inpatient basis by a
hospital or an extended care facility.

Prçposal No. 7 would facilitate recoupment of overpayments by authorizing
the Secretary, where appropriate, to determine the amount of the over-
payment on the basis of estimates and sampling procedures. The proposal
would also make more explicit the Secretary's authority generally to
recoup such overpayments by making adjustments In subsequent payments.
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Statement
by

Robert H. Finch
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare

before the
Committee on Ways and Means

U. S. House of Representatives
Wednesday, October 15, 1969, 10 *14

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Cunittee:

I am pleased to testify before your Committee today. I know of

the outstanding performanoe of this Cousnittee during the past 34 years

in connection with social security legislation. And I have had the

opportunity to observe the excellent working relationship that exists

between the Coninittee and the Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare.

Over the past several months, many of us in the Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare have devoted much of our time and

efforts to the subject areas covered by the Social Security Act.

My presentation is not a definitive statement on the Social

Security Act, but rather is an attempt to deliver an overall view of

the position on necessary reforms.

President Nixon has sent several Messages to the Congress this

year recommending amendments to the Social Security Act. The emphasis

of these proposals is three—pronged first and principally on jobs, sec-

ond on an assured income growing out of social security and unemployment

insurance when the worker' s income is cut off, and finally on a supporting

work—oriented family assistance program. These amendments propose: —— a

sweeping and much—needed reform of assistance programs that aid families

1
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with children — changes in the assistance programs for the needy

adults who are old, blind, or disabled — increased social security
cash benefits — a system for automatically guaranteeing that. the

purchasing power of social. security benefits will be kept up to date with

future increases in prices —— broadened protection by social insurance

programs —— a restoration of the actuarial balance of the hospital
insurance trust fund.

The new Family Assistance Plan recognizes that everyone who can do
so should have the opportunity to work and support himself and his
family. The program provides for greatly expanded training opportunities,

expanded facilities for children of working mothers, and greatly increased

work incentives within the design of the assistance program itself.

Registration for work and training is a key part of the new

approach, but even more important is the emphasis upon expanded opportunities

for the individual. We do not want to continue a situation in which
large numbers of people have little choice but to rely solely upon

assistance payments for the support of their families. We want rather to
develop a system which gives people the opportunity and incentive to
become independent and self—supporting.

We believe too, that to the extent possible we should prevent need

through social insurance rather than rely upon an assistance program to
meet need after it has arisen. The worker should have the opportunity,

as he works, to earn protection against the possible loss of his earnings.
"his is the function of social security and unemployment insurance — to

2
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give the worker and his family ba8ic security against the loss of earned

income arising because of unemployment, disability, old age, or death.

Thus, the Administration's proposals in the areas of unemployment

insurance and social security are complementary to our recomnendations in

the welfare area.

Medicare, Medicaid and maternal and child health programs are

designed to help meet the medical needs and expenses of older people

and those with low incomes and therefore are supplements to our income

support program. We are proposing a number of changes in these programs

which we feel will be the beginning of the control of rising costs in

these programs.

Mr. Chairman, each of these proposals should be understood in

context as well as individually. Therefore, I will give an overview of

each of the proposals, after which other officials of the Department

will present a more indepth analysis of each proposal.

I will first examine the urgently needed Family Assistance Program,

then connent on social services, proceed to the social security amend-

ments, and then finish ny formal statement with a discussion of

rising health costs and the immediate steps we are taking within

the Department.

3
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The Family Assistance Act of 1969

Mr. Chairman, I we1cte this opportunity to discuss H.R. 14173,

the Family Assistance Act of 1969..

This measure is the product of months. of intensive study, beginning

even before the inauguration with the President's Transition Task Force.

After analyzing many proposals offered by recognized experts within and

without the Federal Government, we have concluded that a radical reform

of the structure of welfare is needed.

We sought, in designing the Fami1y Assistance Plan, to identify
and deal directly with the most pressing problems facing public welfare
today. While it is a far—reaching and fundamental reform of public

welfare, the Family Assistance Plan. is a practical and pragmatic
program. It is neither a universal income maintenance system, which we

cannot afford at the present time, nor a guaranteed annual income, which

we feel could undermine an individual's motivation and rewards for work.

This problem solving approach, rather than a theoretical approach,

highlighted the following key areas which needed iamediate solution
and redirection:

1. The gross inequities that existed between categories of persons

equally in need under the present welfare system;

2. The gross inequities from State to State;

3. The increasingly complex and controversial management crisis

in welfare; and

4. The economjc incentives which, in the present system, weigh

more in favor of corttinued dependency and family break—up than the reverse.

4
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The program we support is directed toward helping needy people

to help themselves through work incentives and work requirements bolstered

by expanded training and daycare opportunities, toward an elimination

of the family break—up incentive, and toward the establishment of

National minimum payment and eligibility standards. It would do

these things in a way that will not further add to State fiscal burdens.

Public Assistance Today

In June 1969, a total of 10.2 miflion persons received public

assistance from Federal, State and local funds, Of these, somewhat less

than 800,000 were recipients of general assistance in which the Federal

Government played no part. Among the 9,4 million persons receiving aid

under Federally aided programs, slightly less than 1/3 were the adult

categories—the aged, blind, the disabled—and nearly 6.6 million

persons—over 2/3—were recipients under the program of Aid to Families

with Dependent Children.

The Adult Categories

In the adult categories the situation is a relatively stable one,

with the caseload increasing by about only 3.5 percent in the last year.

Slightly over 2 million needy aged persons received assistance in June,

an increase of only 17,000 over the preceding year. Their payments

averaged $70.55 month. However, nearly 60 percent of these persons

also received social security benefits so that their total incomes were

significantly higher than assistance payments alone. Old—Age Assistance

5
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(OAA) recipients constituted 10.4 percent. of the persons in the country
over age 65. However, this proportion varied widely. It s 2.7 percent
in Connecticut and 40.7 percent in Louiaana.

The caseloaj of blind recipients hs been consistently about 80,000
persons during the past year. The permanently and totally disabled

numbered 755,000 in June, an increase of 85,000 over a year ago. Among

the blind and disabled, about 20 percent also have social security
benefits.

In view of the relatively stable caseloads in the adult programs,

we felt that the major problems which they present are very low benefits
in some States (less than $39.40 a month under OAA in Mississippi in

June 1969, ranging up to $116.25 in New Hampshire) and differences in

eligibility requirements among the various States.

We propose to continue as a Federal-$tate program a combined program

for needy, aged, blind, and disabled persons. We propose, however, to

establish for the first time a Federal floor—$90 a month—of income

and assistance which would be assured to adult recipients in any State.
This new Federal floor would act to raise benefits for about 1/3 of the
present OAA recipients, or about 670,000 persons, and would push up

benefit levels in the 13 lowest payment States, plus the District of
Columbia. The $90 floor, when aggregated on a yearly basis for an

aged couple, comes to $2160, an amount which is actually slightly above
the poverty line of $2100 for an aged coiple as that line has recently
been redefined for 1968.

6
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We make this proposal for a Federally established income floor

for the adult categories in recognition of the fact that neither work

incentives nor family stability incentives are the answer to the

dependency of these people. We must do what we can through social and

rehabilitation services to bolster self—support and self—care capacity

among these recipients, but in the last analysis it must be our

obligation to move toward an adequate level of income support for the

aged, blind and disabled. Adequate income support where it is necessary

is one of the measurements of a just and humane civilization.

We further propose to make uniform the definitions of resources,

used in determining family eligibility under the program. Certain

options for administration of these payments are also opened up to

harmonize this system with the Family Assistance Plan, and those options

will be discussed later.

In order to make these reforms possible we are proposing a

liberalized formula for Federal financial participation under which the

Federal Government would provide an average of $50 per month to

recipients, half of the next $15, and 1/4 of additional amounts. The

formula for Federal participation would, of course, apply only to

payments actually made. This would provide substantial fiscal relief

to most States.

7
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IE AFDC PROGRAM

)4st of the controversy around welfare programs centers around the

program called AFDC--Aid to Families with Dependent Children. In this

program costs have more than tripled since 1960 to an estimeted total

of more than k billion dollars in this fiscal year. The Federal Govern-

ment will pay about half of this cost. During the same period, the

number of recipients has more than doubled to a present total of more

than 6.5 millions.

The rate of growth has been alarming and verging recently on the

catastrophic. It took 15 years for AF1X payments to reach the half

billion dollar merk, and another ten years to break a billion. But

vhat took from 1935 to 1960 was duplicated in the short peiiod from

1960 to 1967 when another billion dollars was added to payments. And

in the next year alone payments soared by a half billion dollars.

Even more disturbing is the fact that the proportion of persons

on AFDC is growing. In 1955, 30 children out of each thousand received

aid. In June more than 60 children out of each thousand received aid.

In studying the program, our estimtes Lndicated that by the fiscal year

1975, costs would again double and numbers of persons increase by another

50-60 percent.

In spite of its growth and its cost, the program is beset by in-
equities. Children of a parent who has died, is incapacitated, or is
absent from the home, are eligible in all States. Those with an unem-

ployed fther are eligible in about half the States. Those with a father

8
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nployed full—time are not eligible in any State. Thus a premium is

placed on a home breaking up and an incentive exists for the breadwinner

to leave.

Many fathers work full, time but. still do not earn as much as is

available to families on welfare who may live nearby. The discontent of

the working poor is understandable and destructive to the fabric of

our society. The exclusion of the working poor is also the central

structural defect of the system since it is what creates the family

breakup incentive and undermines the rewards of work. This exclusion

also has begun to take on ominous and socially polarizing racial

overtones, for AFDC recipients—those who are helped—are about 50 percent

nonwhite while the working poor—those who are excluded—are 70 percent

white.

The State—to-State inequities which I deecribed with respect to

the adult programs are magnified in the AFOC program. In June, a

recipient in Mississippi averaged $10.20 per month. In New Jersey,

recipients got an average of $66.40. In Indiana, 22 children out of

each thousand received aid. In New York, 107 children out of each

thousand were helped.

In sum, in spite of the size of the effort, AFDC has engendered

bitterness and resentment.

The poor who receive it have organized to fight those who

administer it.

Many poor who are eligible continue to deprive themselves rather

than suhnit to its indignities.

9
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The middle class, far removed from the need for welfare and the

people who receive ii., is angry both at the cost in taxes and at the

behavior attributed to s welfare recipients.

The large cities resent the flow of poor people from rural areas

where welfare benefits are often inhuinanei.y low.

State governments, staggered by the fiscal impact, cry out for

relief.

Against this background, we concluded that major structural reform

wee necessary to correct, insofar as possible, the inequities of the

old system. The first priority of the Family Assistance Plan has been

to remove, or at least minimize the disincentives and inequities of

present welfare policies. It is designed to strengthen family life and

to provide strong and effective incentives for employment. This

strate may not pay off immediately, but unless this investment is

made now, fundamental reform will be even more expensive in the future.

The Family Assistance Plan also provides some fiscal relief for

hard—pressed States and at the sane time raises benefit levels for

recipients in those areas where they are lowest. But these goals, it

must be said, cannot be our first priority at the present time. There

are others who would invest more of our available resources in benefit

increases or in a federalization of the program designed to provide

maximum fiscal relief to the States. These are not easy priorities to

weigh and balance, but we have concludedL that—while those other approaches

might be politically more popular in many respects—they only pour more

Federal money into a system doomed to failure. The system must be

10



11

changed, not just its payment levels or the division of labor between

the Federal and State governments within it.

The Family Assistance Plan

1. Help for the Working Poor

We propose to replace the present AFDC program with a new program,

"The Family Assistance lan" which would provide direct Federal payments

to all needy families with children. Unlike the present program of Aid

to Families with Dependent Children, the new plan uld for the first

time provide Federal benefit payments for families headed by full—time

male workers as well as for families headed by a mother or an unemployed

father. No State today provides assistance under AIDC for a family

headed by a father who is working full time—even though the family may

be living in poverty. This is the group of some 2 to 3 million families

which we call "the working poor." A few States have already undertaken

this structural reform on their own initiative by providing help through

their general assistance programs to some or all of the working poor.

The Federal benefits would also be provided throughout the Nation

to families headed by unemployed fathers. Today such assistance is

available in only 25 of 54 jurisdictions. Eligibility of the working

poor for assistance and a nationwide program for famil1e headed by an

unemployed father are the critical steps toward eliminating the harshest

inequities of the present system. Without including the working poor,

fundamental improvement of the work and family stability incentives is

impossible.

11



2. The Family Unit

As indicated by the term "family assistance," the new program is

based upon the existence of a family unit • The presence of a child in

the household is, therefore, the key to eligibility in this proposal.

When a family meets income and resources tests, payments under the plan

uld be made for all members who are related by blood, marriage, or

adoption, as long as there is at least one family member itho is under age

18, or under 21 if regularly attending school.

3. Treatment of Resources

Under the present public assistance programs, families with

substantial resources are not eligible for payments because they could

become at least temporarily self—supporting by converting all or part of

their resources into cash or income—producing property. This concept

and rationale is retained in }i.R. 14173. Families with more than $1500

in resources other than their homes, household goods, personal effects,

and other property essential to their means of self—support, are not

eligible for assistance payments undor this proposal.

4. Basic Amount of Payment

The basic yearly Federal payment for an eligible family uld be

at the rate of $500 a person for the first 2 family members and $300 for

each additional member, less whatever nonexcluded income the family ha,.

This would establish a Federal income floor of $1600 per year for a

family of four with no other income.

12
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5. Treatment of Income

Generally, assistance benefits would be reduced $1 for each $2 of

earned or unearned income that the family has. This kind of offset

would provide an incentive for the family to work and increase its

earnings. The treatment of unearned income on the same basis as earned

income eliminates an important inequity in the present law. Under AbC,

since unearned income is offset dollar for dollar against benefits,

while benefits are reduced by 67 cents for a dollar of earned income (after

the first $30 per month of earnings which are completely exe.uded), families

with the same incomes are treated very differently in terms of eligibility

and amount of benefits depending on the source of their income.

6. Incentives to Work

As an additional work incentive, and to cover the costs of going to

work, the first $180 of earnings in a calendar quarter ($720 a year) would

be completely excluded or disregarded in determining the amount of

payments for a family. An example might be useful at this point—suppose

a family of four had earnings of $2000 a year. The family would first

be allowed to disregard $720. Then 50 percent of the remaining $1280

of earnings would be disregarded. The family's payment of $1600 would

then be reduced by the nondisregarded earnings of $640 (50 percent of

$1280), giving the family assistance payment of $960 and—combined with

the earnings of $2000—a total income of $2960.

There would not be a reduction in the amount of payments for the

value of food stamps and other public assistance or private charity.

13
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7. Families Helped to Become Self—Sufficient

The new system is designed to fulfill the mandate of the President

that government has "no less of an obligation to the. working poor than

to the nonworking poor; and for the first time, benefits would be

scaled in such a way that it would always pay to work.'

But the built—in guarantee that people would always be better off

by working would be bolstered by strong work requirements in the system

itself. Members of families that apply for assistance payments under the

plan would be required to register for employment or training with the

local public employment office and to accept a training or suitable job

opportunity when offered. Failure to register or accept such a job or

training opportunity would re8ult in termination of the individual's

benefits. All able—bodied adult fami],y members would be subject to

these provisions, with certain defined exceptions of which the major ones

involve exemptions for mothers with children under six. years of age and

for other mothers where the father is present in the home as the primary

worker.

The rationale for these provisions is well known to this Conwiittee,

which initiated similar requirements a,s part of the 1967 amendments to

the Social Security Act. It was well stated in the President's Message

to the Congress on August 11:

14
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"...there may be some who fail to seek or accept work, even
with the strong incentives and training opportunities that
will be provided. It would not be fair to those who
willingi,y work, or to all taxpayers, to allow others to
choose idleness when opportunity is available. Thus, they
must accept training opportunities and jobs when offered, or
give up their right to the new payments for themselves. No

able—bodied person will have a 'free ride' in a nation that
provides opportunities for training and work.'

To make these work incentives and requirements effective, we are

seeking a major expansion of our job training, employment and child care

programs. Family members referred for training and accepted in a program

will receive a monthly training allowance of $30 in addition to their

family assistance benefits and supplementary State payments, or the

normal manpower training allowance in lieu of these if it is higher.

Over $600 million is being requested for these elements, of which $386

million is for the child care component, and we will be joining with the

Department of Labor in a new interdepartmental mechanism to make these

programs do the job.

8. Child Care

The provisions for child care and supportive services under

H.R. 14173 are an essential supporting element in our efforts to make

it possible for welfare recipients to obtain training and employment.

It is an established fact that inadequate care of the children of a

trainee or employee can result in the early withdrawal of that person

from the labor market, and the absence of child care can often mean

no initial participation. Past experiences in programs sponsored by

the Labor Department and the Office of Economic Opportunity have

15
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demonstrated the difficulties of lack of day care. Particularly tragic
have been the cases in which women have enthusiastically entered into

traini.ng programs with day care provided, only to discover that the da.y

care disappears when they are ready to go to work.

Beyond the value of the day care to the working parent there are

enormous benefits which accrue to the child who is enrolled in a

comprehensive child developnent program. We now know that the child of

poverty needs far more than custodial care if developnental deficits

are to be overcome. It is this type of comprehensive child care

involving educational, medical, dental, nutritional and follow—up

activities, that is contemplated by the President's recoomendations.

There could also be substantial benefits to those at the opposite
end of the age spectrum, the Nation'u elderly. Among our Nation's

older population there is a tremendous reservoir of men and women

talented in working with children. It has been the experience of the

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, in administering the

Foster Grandparents Program and other programs employing the elderly

to serve children that increased opportunities for interaction between

the elderly and children can not only provide a needed income supple-

mentation for the elderly, but can also have beneficial effects for

both age groups.

A family receiving benefits wilJL be eligible for the child care

services whenever such care is neceseary to permit an adult member

to undertake, or continue in training or employment. This care

may be provided in the child's own home, in a family day care home

or in group day care.

:1.6
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New ground is being broken by the proposal. to provide grants

directly to State or local public agencies or nonprofit private

agencies or oiganizations, and to contract with public or private

agencies or organizations to provide such child care. The need for day

care is so great that we believe it will be necessary to use a wide

variety of conpetent organizations.

1 believe that this provision opens the door to a wider

utilization of resources than we have been able to obtain in the past.

It enables the Federal Government to take the direct initiatives to

get the program moving and to assure the effectiveness of the training

and employment conponents. The same provision would also enable the

Federal Government to contrAst withbusinesses, industry, and with

labor unions to provide day care services for the children of their

employees and members bo have been involved in the Family Assistance

Program. We have long been seeking ys to expand the participation

f these groups in the provision of day care services, because of the

obvious benefits to the employer, the employee, end the child.

H.R. 14173 imuld fund up to 90 percent of the cost of child

care projects, and would permit the b-cement non—Federal share

to be provided in the form of services or facilities When approved

by the Secretary. Our experience has been that States and local

conmunities have all-too-often been unable to undertake day care

projects because of their inability to provide the 2$—percent non—Federal,

or local share under present iaw.

17
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In the past, programs have been jeopardized or shelved because

the projects in local cosinunities could not afford to finance the

alterations, remodeling, or renovation of facilities necessary to

meet local licensing standards. H.R. 14173 authorizes funds to be used

for these purposes.

The proposal also authorizes the Secretary to require families to

pay for all or part of the cost of child care services when there is an

ability to do so. However, the Secretary may prescribe regulations

which permit the family to deduct all or part of such costs from the

earned income which otherwise would reduce the assistance payment.

The President has made a National cosunitment to the needs of

children in the vital first five years of life. H.R. 14173 would

help the Nation take considerable strides toward fulfilling this
coixnnitment. Calling for an expenditure of $386 million for the first

year of operation, 300,000 school—aged childien will be able to

receive services after school and during the sumner months, at an

estimated cost of $400 per child. In addition, 150,000 preschool

children could receive full-day services, at a cost of $1600 a child.
The balance would be applied to research and demonstration projects,

to the training of personnel and to alteration or renovations of

facilities.

I should like to stress that in all phases of the implementation

of this legislation it is our firm and consnitted intention to work

closely with the appropriate State agencies to coordinate all day
care erforts under State and local auspices.

18
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State Supplemental Payments

We recognize that the new Federal income floor of $1600 per

year for a family of four ($133.33 per month) is not adequate to

support needy families without other sources of income. Nevertheless,

it represents a substantial improvement in the level of payments now

made in eight States, and could be made more adequate when budget

conditions permit. To assure the mnaintenanceof present payment

levels for families receiving blic assistance, States that now

provide a level of assistance higher than the proposed Federal floor

are required to continue to pay the difference between the Federal

floor and what they are now paying. In eight States, the new family

assistance payments would exceed the present Federal-State payments

wider AFOC—in se cases by a wide margin.

The AFDC payment for a family of four is $133 per month or less

in the foflowing States as of July 1969:

Alabama $ 81.00
Arkansas 100.00
Georgia 133.00
Louisiana 119.00
Mississippi 70.00

Missouri 130.00

South Carolina 99.00
Tennessee 129.00
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Cost. of the Progran

The eatited new Federal cost for all the proposals included in

the Phaily Assistance Act is $k.1 billion per year. This estimte Ia

based on data for calendar year 1968 and asss 100 percent program

participetlon by eligible families and persons. The $i.lê billion is

the increeanta]. or new cost of the program, and is In addition to the

$3.2 billion in Federal funds spent on welfare in 1968.

This fIgure of $ billion ii higher than the $.O billion

est1te in the President's )ssage of August II, largely as a result

of the recent decision to treat unearned incoea like earned incone in

the 'disregard provision.

The following table shows the cost estieates for each of the Acts

eajor provisions:

Added
Federal Cost

Provision jbillions)

Phaily Assistance payments $3.0

Adult Public Assistance changes

Federal }'hyment to States (Phrt z) 0.1

Training and y re 0.6

Administration and Other 0.3

Total

Being particularly conscious of the difficulty of producing reliable

cost estimetes in this field, and mindful of the variations of the actual

experience fross the projections which have been provided to the Congress
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in previou8 years, we have taken extreme care in arriving at these

figures. The methodology used was worked out under the leadership

of the Bureau of the Budget in an interagency procedure involving

this Department, the Department of Iabor the Office of Economic

Opportunity, the Council of Economic AdvLaers, and the President's

Comeission on Income )'hintenance. The most recent survey data on

per8ona]. income available to the Federal Government was used.

Nevertheless, we have thought it prudent to reque8t that an

entirely independent estimste of the critical item, the family

as8l8tance payments costs, be mede by the Chief Actuary of the Social

Security Administration. That estimete shows a net cost of $3.5 billion

for family assistance payments for calendar year 1971, a figure reasonably

close to the calendar 1968 figure of $3.0 billion produced by the inter-
agency group. We hope to have that latter figure brought up to date in

1971 terms very shortly and will supply t to the Coimnittee.

In light of this double-checking procedure, and given the difficulty

of estimeting costs on a new program of this imgnitude, we feel reason-

ably confident in suggesting that the payment costs of the Panily

Assistance Plan wifl fall in the range of $3.0 to $3.5 billion in 1971.

Fiscal Relief to State and Local Governments

Under the Administration's proposed welfare reform system, all
StateB would receive some fiscal relief. For each of the first five

years after enactment, each State would be required to spend at least
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50 percent of the amount that it would have spent under the present

public assistance programs if they were continued. Ho State, however,

would be required to spend more than 90 percent of the expenditures it

would have incurred in any of these 5 years under existing law. Thus,

fiscal relief to an indivithml State under this "50-90" rule will vary

between 10 percent and 50 percent of what they would spend under

existing law.

Administration of the Family Assistance Plan

The smjor job of administering the Phaily Assistance Plan will be

perforead by the Social Security Administration of the Irertment of

Health, Education, and Welfare.

The Social Security Administration has developed over the pest 314

years an expertise in the delivery of cash peyments on a regular basis

to millions of Americans. This experience and expertise will be brought

to bear on eany of the administrative problems in the Jmily Assistance

Plan.

In determining initial and continuing eligibility, initial reliance

would be placed upon detailed statements provided by applicants.

Recipients of family assistance peyurnts will be required to periodically

report changes in income, family composition, and other factors related

to eligibility and amount of benefits. The Social Security Administratic

will use the regular reports of earnings it receives in the course of
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administering the social security program to verify past and present

earnings and estites sede in the applicant's declaration of incose.

In-depth verification vii]. norselly be done on a sample basis, but

will be used on a wider scale if experience indicates a need to do so.

jor Effects of the Welfare Reforms

By ccubining powerful work incentives and requirements, by including

the working poor, by allowing a family to disregard $60 per month for

work expenses, and by requiring thet able-bodied adults register for
training or employment, the Family Assistance Plan would help families
to help themselves. The plan is therefore not an income guarantee, but

rather a program of support for those who demonstrate a willingness to
help support themselves.

By treating sale-headed and feemle-headed families equally, the

Family Assistance Plan would remove a lejor incentive for a father to
leave hose so tl*t his family could qualify for welfare. In fact, the

Faaily Assistance Plan provides an incentive for the father to resain

at h because his presence increases the amount of the family's total
benefit. Also, the provisions creating eligibility for assistance to

families headed by a working sale should reduce the incentive for

employed men to separate from their families.

By establishing a national miniatii payment and national eligibility
standards the plan would reduce the inequities of the present program.

In every State, the Federal pyment for a family of four with no income
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would be $1600, and when benefits under the President's food stamp

proposal are taken into account, the value of the assistance to such

a family would be about $2350 per year. In eight States, accounting

for about 20 percent of present recipients, family payment levels will

be increased. The now income floor viii provide the aged couples

with an income slightly above the current poverty line.

The Family Assistance Plan, combined with the anpower Training Act,

would provide a simplified and decentralized framework within which

expanded training and day care facilities would greatly broaden the

opportunities for assistance recipients to become self-sufficient

economically productive contributors to our economy. Over 150,000

new training opportunities along with 50,000 quality child-care

positions would be funded under this plan.

By providing for a new and separate revenue-sharing program along

with the "50-90" rule, the plan would assure the States desperately

needed fiscal relief. Furthermore, creation of a Federal program to

cover the working poor and prevent their slipping into dependency, the

States would be relieved of what might well have been the burden of

Increases In the welfare costs.

In suxmmry, the Family Assistance Plan viii, for the first time,

insure minimum standards of payments for families with children, wherever

they live. It will establish a new minimum standard of $90 for the aged,

blind, and disabled. It will help able-bodied people become self-

sufficient. It will provide training and work placement opportunities.
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It will provide needed fiscal relief :tor the States. It will reve the
economic incentive in the present welfare system for families to split

aart.
We believe this comprehensive plan provides the best vehicle for

this ftion to help break the poverty cycle. As the President said in

his August 11th message, "We have it in our power to raise the standard

of living and realizable hopes of millions of our fellow citizens. By

providing an equal chance at the starting line, we can reinforce the

traditional American spirit of self-reliance and self-respect.

Social Services
• Mr. Chairmen the mejor emphasis in this discussion has been,

properly I think, on income naintenance. We are mindful, however,

of the need for social and rehabilitation services as an essential

corollary to an effective income meintenance program. The complexity

of the problem faced by assistance recipients and other low income

persons often seriously affects their ability to work, to care for

themselves, and to provide necessary care for their children.

The Family Assistance Plan amendments provide, basically, for

continuing the present arrangement8 for services. Our experience

since the 1962 and 1967 legislation, however, indicates a need for

improvements. In the development and planning work now being done,

we are reconsidering the principles upon which we should base our

service program, and we are analyzing the community resources which

could be brought into the picture. '.e are convinced that, at least for
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services, coverage should not be limited to those who receive public

assistance. There are meny persons who are not public welfare

recipients for whom social and rehabilitation services can be as

helpful as they are for public assistance recipients. Services at

an appropriate time mey avert the need for assistance.

We are also very much concerned about this sitttion with respect

to foster care and adoption services. We believe that we must find

ways to provide suitable help and leadership in these basic child

welfare functions.

Another metter to which we are directing our efforts Is the

coordinating of the services program more closely with the resources

of the State and local vocational rehabilitation agencies. Those

agencies have a fine record of achievement in the rehabilitation area.

We want to meke full use of their resources. The Family Assistance

Plan recognizes this and provides for the referral of persons who are

not sent to employment offices because of incapacity or disability to

a vocational rehabilitation agency.

We are aware of the interest of this Committee in this metter as

indicated by the 1962 and 1967 amendments. I want to assure you of the

deep concern of this Administration in these fields. These problems are

high on our agenda. We are now working on ways to develop a more

effective service program. We will be sending you definite legislative

recommendations in the near future.
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Social Security

Mr. Chairn, let n turn next to the social security proposals.

I viii discuss the highlights of the President's recondations for

social security and then later ConuissLoner Robert I'!. Bell viii give

a re detailed presentation.

The Administration bill is ILR. 14080, introduced by the Minority

Leader, Mr. Gerald Ford of Michin, and companion bills H.R. 14162 and

R.R. 14134, introduced by Representatives Coflier and Chamberlain

respectively. Mr. Byrnes and Mr. Bush have introduced identical bills

except that their bills would have an effective date for the 10-percent

increase in cash benefits yments of January 1970 instead of )rch 1970.

Social Security Benefit Increase

The President has recoended a benefit increase to bring the

benefits up to date with increases in the cost of living that have

occurred since the last benefit increase in February 1968.

The increase would apply to all beneficiaries, including those

getting the special payments for certa:Ln people age 72 and older. Under

the proposal, effective for ?.krch 1970, benefits would be increased for

all the 25 million beneficiaries. The total additional benefit outlays

for the first full calendar year in which the increase is effective

would be approxinte1y $3 billion.
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Automtic Cost of Living Increase

Beyond the initial 10 percent increase, the President has recommended

that provision be mdc in the law for social security benefits to be

autometically adjusted for future increases in the cost of living. The

platforms of both political parties recognized the need to have a way

of keeping the social security program automtically up to date. Such

an autozatic adjustment system would increase the security of the one out

of every 8 people in the country who now receive monthly social security

cash benefits. The automtic provision would also adjust the benefits

for the millions of future beneficiaries whose mmjor source of income

could well be their social Insurance ayments under social security.

Because of the time lags that have occurred between rast cost of living

adjustments of benefits, the purchasing power of the benefits has been

seriously decreased between benefit increases. With automtic adjustments,

the changes necessary to restore purchasing power will be on a more current

basis.

The Administration proposal finances the autommtic increases in

benefits without increasing social security contribution rates. This

can be done so long as the contribution and benefit base, the meximum

amount of annual earnings counted for social security purposes, is

Increased from time to time. The legislation we support contains a

provision to automtically adjust this base in the future to keep ce

with increases In earnings levels.

29
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Retirement Teat

H.R. 114080 also includes important changes in the social security

retirement test- -the provision under wh:Lch benefits are not peid in

full if a beneficiary has substantial earnings. This provision has been

the object of widespread criticism.

The measure provides for replacing the present dollar-for-dollar

reduction In benefits which now applies for earnings above $2880 in a

year with a provision under which there would be a $1 reduction for each

$2 earned. With this change people wouLd have an incentive to earn more

because the more they earn the more spendable income they would have.

The President also recends updating the retirement test to take

account of increases in earnings levels. It is proposed that the amount

a person can earn In a year without haTIng any benefits withheld be

raised from $1680 to $1800, and then autometically adjusted upwards In

future years as earnings levels rise.

The recousnended changes In the retirement test would benefit

approximetely 1.1 million people. Additional benefits of $330 million

would be id for months in calendar 1971.

Contribution and Benefit Base

The President is recommending that the social security contribution

and benefit base be Increased In 1972 from the $7800 now in effect to

$9000. This change will very closely miintaln the relationship between

the base and the general level of earnings that has prevailed since the
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early 1950's. As indicated earlier he also reconinends that after 19T2

the base be kept up to date with rising earnings levels in the future.

Increases in Widows Benefits

Under present law, a widow who begins receiving benefits at age 65

is entitled to 82 1/2 percent of the amount of the spouse's prinmry

benefit. Under this proposal, such a widow would be entitled to

100 percent of the spouse's prinmry benefit. The 82 1/2 percent rate

will continue to apply to widows going on the roliB at age 62, with

graduated proportions for ages above 62 and below 65.

An estimeted 2.7 million people would have their benefits increased

under this provision. On the average, the increase would amount to $17

per month (in addition to what widows would get under the 10-percent

general benefit increase). Additional bene fit payments in the first

12 months under the provision are estimeted at $580 million.

Uniform Method of Computing Benefits for Men and Women

Under present law, the number of years over which a men's average

monthly earnings (on which his benefits are based) and his eligibility

for benefits are determined are figured up to age 65. For women these

determinations are mmdc up to age 62.

The President has recommended that the method of computing benefits

for men and women be mede uniform--as of age 62. As a result, the

treatment of men apd women workers, under the benefit provisions would be

the same; and the retirement benefits payable to men, the benefits payable
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to their wives, and the benefits ryab1e to survivors of men who live

beyond age 62 would be increased.

About 5 million people--workers, dependents, and survivors--would

have their benefits increased because of the change in computing the

average monthly wage. In addition, about 100,000 people- -75,000 men

age 62 and over 25,000 dependents--would become newly eligible for benefits

because of the liberalized insured-statu,s requirement for men age 62 and

over. Additional benefit payments in the first 12 months are estimeted

at $380 million.

Other Social Security Proposals

We are also proposing a number of important but less far-reaching

improvements in the social security prog:ram. The bill would provide

benefits for people disabled since childhood where the disability began

before age 22, rather than age 18 as under present law. The bill would

also provide for the payment of benefits to the aged dependent parents

of retired or disabled workers. Under present law, parent's benefits

are payable only to the dependent parents of insured workers who have

died. And, finally, the bill would extend the $100 a month noncontributory

wage credit for military service that was provided in the 1967 social

security amendments for members of the armed services after 1967. Under

the bill these credits would be available for the period from 1957, when

regular social security coverage of members of the armed services began,

through 1967. About 190,000 people would be ismiediately affected by

these three proposals, and additional benefit payments in the first

12 months would be about $60 million.

32



33

Financing

The President's recommendations include financing provisions

that would cover the coat of the proposed improvements in the 8ocia].

security program and correct the present actuarial deficit in the

hospital insurance program. Moreover, a revised schedule of contri-

bution rates in the cash benefits program would reduce the very large

accumulations of income over outgo that would result from the schedule

in present law.

The hospital insurance trust fund requires additional income over

and above that scheduled under present law in near-future years. Without

the proposed increase in the earnings base and the proposed speeding up

of the scheduled increases in contribution rates for hospital insurance,

the trust fund for that program would be depleted during fiscal 1973.

As a result of the proposal to put into effect in 1971 the 0.9 percent

hospital insurance contribution rate for workers and employers (each),

now scheduled for 1987, and as a result of increasing the earnings base,

the hospital insurance trust fund would grow to an estimated $5.2 biflion

at the end of fIscal 1973.

On the other hand, the present schedule of contribution rates for

old-age, survivors, and disability insurance would, even with substantial

benefit increases, result in very large-scale growth in the size of the
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trust funds for these parts of the social security program. Under

present law the cash benefit trust funds would increase from an

estimated $38.7 billion at the end of the present fiscal year to

about $75 billion at the end of fiscal 1973. Under the President's

proposal the trust funds would reach $52.6 billion at the end of

fiscal year 1973.

The postponement of the scheduled rate increases for the cash

benefit parts of the social security program is consistent with past

decisions by this Committee and the Congress to delay scheduled

increases in the rates to avoid unnecessarily large increases In the

cash benefit trust funds.

Overall, the combined contribution rates for both hospital

insurance and cash benefits would be somewhat lower than the schedule

in present law through 1976 and then the same from then on.

In summary the Improvements we are recommending in social security

today are substantial and important measures. We propose to bring

benefit payments up to date and we propose to make sure that they stay

up to date, automatically tied to the cost of living. We are also

proposing Important improvements in tenef it protection for men workers

and for widows and in other ways proposing to remove Inequities in

the system.

We are continuing to study all aspects of the social security

program. The statutory Advisory Council on Social Security that I

appointed In Nay Is now conducting an, extensive review of the social
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security program, and we are looking to this Council for its recom-

mendations on what further improvements might be made in the social

security program. As the President said in his message on social

security on September 25, "I emphasize that the suggested changes are

only first steps, and that further recommendations will case from our

review process."

Health Cost Effectiveness

Medicare and Medicaid have made major contributions over the

past several years toward the availability of, quality of, and access

to medical care for large numbers of people who are elderly or

medically needy. The rising demands for medical care fran the general

population, combined with the newly created ability of the elderly

and medically needy to financially compete for medical care, have

placed great stress on inadequately and unevenly distributed manpower,

facilities, and services. This has contributed to rapidly escalating

medical care costs. Public and private action is needed to arrest the

inflation in the health industry and to improve the health care system

so that high quality medical care will be available at prices people

can afford.

We are forwarding the Health Cost Effectiveness Amendments of

1969 today to continue efforts already taken to improve utilization

of existing health service capability, encourage better planning, and

achieve more effective cost control.
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The main provisions would encourage voluntary and State

planning for health facilities and provide greater autho:rity and

flexibility to engage in incentive reimbursement experiments to

create incentives for efficiency arid economy. They would also

strengthen our ability to control some of the abuses of the programs.

These proposals, which can be discussed in greater detail by

Ccimnissioner Ball and Arthur Hess, Deputy Commissioner of Social

Security and Staff Director of the Task Force on Medicaid and

Related Programs, are addressed to the following specific items:

1. Tying depreciation payments to State health planning.

2. Making corporate planning a condition of participation.

3. Expanding authority for reimbursement experimentation.

Barring providers and physicians who abuse the program.

5. Paying customary charges If less than cost.

6. Withholding payments where utilization review finds

admission is not warranted.

7. Improving authority to recover overpayments in Medicare.

Task Force on Medicaid and Related Programs

While both Medicare and Medicaid have moved toward achievement

of their goals, their problems differ siificantly. Medicare is

operating on a firm program and adnministrative base, with its major

problem being one of escalating medical costs and prices., Medicaid,

on the other hand, in addition to the inflation problem, has

experienced serious deficiencies in management resources,. Difficulties
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in administration nationally are exacerbated by complexities in the

Federal-State relationships, wide variations In eligibility and

scope of services, and unpredictability In covered, need for, and

availability of services.

In recognition of the serious and growing problems under the

Medicaid program and to assist the Department In making major efforts

to strengthen and improve the current program, I appointed a Task

Force on Medicaid and Related Programs in July, chaired by Walter

J. McNerney. The Task Force Is concerned both with problems that

are amenable to short-range solutions through administrative action

and with technical changes In the areas of management, effectiveness

of use, cost and eligibility. It will also consider solutions that

might require fundamental changes In legislation.

Structural reforms In the Medicaid program are being studied

and may be necessary to assure health care services for low income

families and individuals. Rowever, there are sane improvements that

can be made in the short run to overcome some of the problems.

The Task Force has worked closely with Departmental staff and

has kept me closely informed about the nature of possible short-

range recommendations. Consistent with Task Force recommendations,

the Department will be moving rapidly to strengthen the management

and staffing of the title XIX program, to develop the necessary

policies and regulations on standards and on utilization review, to

encourage the development and implementation of adequate Information

systems and to provide technical assistance to the States. We expect
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that some of the Task Force recommendations will produce legislative

proposals to improve the Medicaid program and make service more

efficient and economical for assistance recipients. We ill, of

course, submit our proposals for congressional consideration at the

earliest possible moment.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, in this testimony I have outlined the legislative

proposals to improve and strengthen our social security and public

assistance programs, as well as proposals to help controL health

care costs. I strongly urge the enactment of these Oroposals.
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Thursday, October 16, 1969

Statement of George Shultz, Secretary of Labor
Before the Committee on Ways and Means

on the Family Assistance Act of
1969

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am pleased

to testify on the proposed Family Assistance Act, for I

believe that it is one of the most far—reaching pieces of

social legislation in this area in several decades.

Let me start by saying that this is not a proposal

for a guaranteed minimum income. Work is a major feature

of this program. This is a program of family assistance——

for families with children——and is limited to that specific

group.

The Family Assistance Plan is a composite program of

work incentives, training and employment opportunities, child

care and income allowances.

I believe very deeply, Mr. Chairman, that the time has

come to start over on providing assistance to needy families.

We should not be content to just mend AFDC; the record is

clear that AFDC doesnt work.

The Family Assistance Plan is a new start.

I believe the changes we propose are consistent with

the forward-looking changes made recently by this Committee

with regard to training opportunities, and the treatment of

earned income. Family Assistance, in a sense, builds on
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the foundations already laid by recent amendments to AFDC.

My responsibility lies not with the whole of the

Family Assistance plan, but with its relationships to the

labor market. It is my concern that the program be structured

in such a way as to protect work incentives, and that the

program in its total design be one that creates the strongest

possible conditions for moving people from welfare into

employment.

Thus, I will discuss the way the allowance motivates

people to work, the role of training opportunities in

reducing welfare, the operation of registration and work

requirements, and our expectations for providing the

necessary employment opportunities within the regular economy.

WORK INCENTIVES AND THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE STRUCTURE

I have identified seven specific ways in which the

Family Assistance Plan promotes work. I will summarize

each of these briefly.

1. The incentive of welfare recipients to go to work

has been increased by enlarging the income disregard and

limiting the reduction of Family Assistance to one—half

of earnings. nployed AFDC recipients retain only the first
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$30 of income plus one—third of earnings above that.

Family Assistance recipients will be able to keep the

first $60 of monthly earnings plus one—half of all income

in excess of that amount.

The existence of a dual system in 40 States makes it

necessary to compound tax rates to some extent so as to

allow the States to reduce their supplemental payments

as earnings increase.

However, the States would be directed to observe the

same $60 earnings disregard in computing the State supplement,

so that State practices do not nullify those of Family

Assistance. Also the States may subtract only 17 cents of

the supplement for each dollar of wages above the $60

dregard, bringing the total marginal tax rate on gross

income to 67 cents on the dollar.

The disregard of the first $60 of earnings is based on

Labor Department surveys of the ost of work." This is based

on budget studies made by the Bureau of Labor Sthtistics

of outlays made for added food, transportation, clothing

and personal care, medical care, payroll deductions, and

occupational needs such as tools, licenses, and union dues.

These costs must be recouped before the individual realizes
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any additional income from working.

The result is a double incentive. When a welfare

recipient goes to work, his or her combined wages and

Family Assistance increase, so there is always an incentive

to work. On the other hand, as earnings increase, the

government saves money because the Family Assistance

payment is reduced. Thus, the government has an incentive

to provide the necessary training and employment

opportunities.

2. The extension of coverage to the working poor

eliminates the situation where those who do not work receive

higher incomes than those who work. The present welfare

system excludes from coverage l:hose who work regularly

but at very low wages. This sometimes creates situations

where some who work may have less income than others who do

not work at all. To expect them to continue work under

such circO.mstances is to expect individuals to behave in

a manner adverse to their own economic interests. This

is no way to assure the public interest.

3. The incentive of the working poor to seek higher

wage levels is preserved. Since there rarely will be a
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State supplement for men already at work (because most State

systems do not cover the working poor), the tax on earnings

will be limited to 50%. This means it will always pay an

individual to increase his earnings. Also, the bill con-

templates a program to upgrade the skills of the working

poor so they may qualify for higher wages.

4. There is a financial incentive to enter manpower

training proarams. When a recipient enters training, the

family will receive at least a $30 increase in monthly

income. If the allowance under the regular training program

would be more than $30 higher than Family Assistance payments

(plus State supplement), the supplement to the Family

Assistance trainee will be the difference between the two

allowances. So, in most cases the financial incentive to

take training will be in excess of $30.

In the case of North Dakota, for example, Family Assistance

plus the State supplement would equal $188 a month for a

family of four. However, since the Manpower Development

and Training Act allowance in that State for the head of a family of

four is $255, the incentive payment would be $67 per month—-

the difference between $188 and $255.
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In addition to the incentive payment, persons taking

training will be reimbursed for necessary expenses, such

as transportation.

5. The child care provided in this Act itself will

be a strong employment and training incentive. The lack

of adequate child care arrangements often has been the

major barrier to entering training programs or seeking

employment. The fact that child care will not only be

available, but will be of high quality, will permit mothers

to look upon child care as an opportunity for their children

as well as an opportunity for the mothersto become

economically self sustaining.

It should be recognized that child care is an investment

in not one, bit in two generations. It is an investment

in the present generation in the sense that it frees the

mother for training or employment. It is an investment

in the next generation because it provides the child an

early education, quality care, and attention to health

and other needs. In looking at. child care costs (and it

is expensive), this double effect should be borne in mind,

and we should not charge' all these costs to helping

welfare mothers get work. Much of the return will be in the
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kind of education we owe our young people anyway and in

reduced welfare costs in the next generation.

We have a long way to go in creating adequate child-care

provisions in the United States. Yet, there is no doubt

that we are capable of providing it. We did in World War

II. When the Kaiser shipyards hired Rosie the Riveter, they

built child care centers for Rosie's children, and kept

them open 24 hours a day. Yet at the present time, only

about two percent of the children of working mothers are

being cared for under group care arrangements.

6. The system of financial incentives will be buttressed

by requirements that certain categories of recipients register

for training and employment with the local manpower agency.

Every member of the family, with six exceptions specified

in the law, are required to register with the Employment

Service, and accept suitable employment. If a recipient

refuses to register, or refuses suitable manpower services,

training, or employment in which they are able to engage-—

without good cause—-his portion of the Family Assistance

payment will be denied. In such cases, the Secretary of

HEW would continue to pay the remaining benefits to the

reit of the family. Thus, the whole family will not be made

to suffer.
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7. An "nployabi1jty Plan" will be developed for those

who register for training and empLoyment. The bill would

require that such a plan be developed for all who register,

while recognizing the need to set priorities if the volume

of registrations is sometimes greater than available resources.

This means that the manpower agency will assess the needs

of the individual, ascertain what manpower services are

required by that person to become self supporting, and

follow through until the individual completes the plan.

THE ROLE OF TRAINING IN REDUCING WELFARE

Clearly, the Work Incentive program provided by the

1967 amendments to the Social Security Act has established

a foundation on which to build a :Larger training program

in support of the Family Asistance Act.

In reviewing the experience with that program thus far,

I want to begin by saying, quite candidly, that we have

some problems.

One of the most difficult problems has been the provision

of child care. Public day care arrangements are still very

scarce, and we could increase enrollments in WIN quickly

i± more were available. Secretary Finch has already

discussed this problem with you. We feel that it is a
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problem that can be overcome. Doing so may require some

innovative approaches.

While the State Employment Service has made considerable

progress, there is much to be learned about the problems

of disadvantaged individuals. The restructuring that is

necessary for really efficient service is slowed by delays

in training and retraining personnel. State salaries are

frequently too low to attract and retain the most qualified

people for this important and demanding work. And, as I

will emphasize later, the WIN approach is the most sophis-

ticated we have developed to date.

Our attempts to move quickly to establish WIN has

resulted in some localities opening their doors before the

programs were ready to serve their clients. But these

kinds of problems are being overcome with time.

So far, there has been a lack of consistency among

the policies of the State welfare agcies in deciding

who is "appropriate" for referral. This has created wide

differences among the States in the size of WIN training

programs relative to their welfare populations. For example,

in New York, only 7% of those screened by the welfare agency

were deemed appropriate for referral to the Employment Service.
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However, in Utah 97% of the assessments were considered

appropriate for referral. The proposal removes the woz

'appropriate," in favor of specific exceptions, and thus

removes this inequity, Furthermore, since referrals

will be made by the Social Security Administration, rather

than State welfare agencies, a consistent nationwide policy

will be achieved.

Despite attempts to coordinate the job developnent

efforts among different manpower programs, and withiLn the

WIN program itself, there are still inefficiencies in this

process. As a result, the different programs run the

danger of competing for the same pool of jobs, instead

of expanding that pool. And employers become irritated

at being approached so many different times. The passage

of the Manpower Training Act will correct many of the

basic structural problems inherent in operating many programs,

instead of a single comprehensive program.

In spite of these start—up problems, the WIN program

is operating at a substantial level. The program opened its

doors in October of 1968, enrolling almost 6,000 people
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in that month. Then it grew steadily, reaching an enroll-

ment of 64 thousand persons by the end of August of this

year. Achievement of our enrollment target of 150,000

by the end of fiscal 1970 will make WIN one of the largest

of the manpower programs. On a cumulative basis, 92,000

persons had been enrolled through August.

We conducted a survey of 4,600 WIN participants

who had completed the program in six States. The majority

were employed in clerical and sales work, service,

and production, assembly, and construction occupations.

The rest were spread among a variety of occupations

such as, for example, motor freight transportation,

materials handling, machine trades, and processing

occupations.

In the States surveyed, the median earnings were

$2.27 per hour. The median rate for men was $2.47

per hour., and for women, $2.02 per hour.
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Effectiveness of training

The WIN program is young, for to date only 13,000

e employed following training. We cannot yet offer a

firm judgment of success. However, we believe that it is

a very promising program in concept and that its design is

a rational one.

It provides a coherent cluster of services such as

remedial medical attention, child care, job 'coaches", orien-

tation to the work world, basic education, job training, job

counseling, placement, and intensive followup into employment.

All of these are fitted together in an individual

employability plan, and by the tesm approach which brings all

of the specialists together to serve a specific, assigned group

of clients.

Most encouraging of all is the fact that mothers are

volunteering for the WIN program, and that sanctions have

been used for less than 200 persons. So far, none of them

have been mothers.

Because of the importance of training to the goals of

the Family Assistance Act, I would like to present t:his

committee with the best information available on what can

be expected from such training programs, by looking at the
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experience of public assistance recipients trained under the

Manpower Development and Training Act. About 24 thousand

such recipients received training in 1968, and a total of 91

thousand were trained since the beginning of the ITA program

in 1963. r1DTA provides a rough idea of what kind of success

we will have under WIN.

Among public assistance recipients trained in 1967,

58 percent of those taking classroom training, and 72 percent

of those receiving on—the—job training were in jobs at the

time of follow—up surveys. Because WIN is a newer program

with a broader range of coordinated supportive services, the

success rate may be higher.

While the placement rates for public assistance trainees

are lower than for others it is encouraging that public

assistance recipients who did get jobs were receiving wages

practically identical to those received by all TA trainees.

In classroom training programs public assistance men earned

$2.21 per hour, compared to $2.27 per hour for all graduates.

And in the case of women, public assistance recipients earned

$1.74 per hour, compared to $1.72 for all women graduates.
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The wages were higher in on—the—job training, with

public assistance men receiving $2.36 per hour, and women

$1.80 per hour.

At even the lowest average wqe, the $1.74 per hour,

a family of four would at least be lifted to the poverty line.

Moreover, current wage levels are likely to be from 8 to 10

percent higher than those received b graduates in 1967.

This does not mean that training is always going to

remove people from the welfare rolls. Some dont get jobs

after training, in spite of our efforts to relate to it current

labor market needs. Others obtain jobs at wages insufficient

to fully remove them from poverty. And still others find better

paying jobs but lose them for one reason or the other.

The basic point is that training can be a significant

tool for reducing welfare, but it cannot by itself do the whole

job,and it will not always work for all people.

The Expansion of Training

The potential of training is great enough to warrant

52



—15—

a considerable exparE ion under the Family Assistance Program.

In announcing the program, the President stated that training

would be expanded by 150,000 persons during the first full

year of Family A.ssistance. This would be in addition to the

increased training levels already planned for WIN. Also, a

skill upgrading program will be initiated for 75,000 of the

working poor.

Registration

The Family Assistance Act requires registration for

manpower services, training and employment with the local

public employment office of the State. Those exempt from

this requirement are as follows:

—— those ill, incapacitated, or of an advanced age

—— a mother or other relative caring for a child under

six

—— the mother if the father or another adult male

relative is in the home

—— a child

—— a person needed in the home to care for an ill

member of the household

-- those working full time
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The groups excluded from mandatory referral may register

voluntarily if they choose to. The penalty for failure to

register without good cause is the denial of benefits, by

the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, based upon

notification by the Secretary of Labor that a person has not

registered. In such cases, arrangements will be made so that

other family members will continue to receive their allowances.

Out of the 5 million family heads covered by Family

Assistance, we estimate that 1.1 million will be required to register,

and that 1.8 million will already be working full time. Ir.

addition, there will be a substantial number of voluntary

registrations. We believe this latter group will consist mostly

of mothers with pre—school children, based on our experience with N.

An employability plan will be developed for each person

who registers, "in accordance with priorities prescribed" by

the Secretary of Labor. Our objective will be to provide

such an employability plan for every person who registers.

However, where the number of training opportunities are limited--

whether by the availability of funds, the, inability to expamd

training at the rate needed, or limitations on how many persons

the labor market can absorb——it will be necessary to assign

priorities for which groups are served first.
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Your question, I am sure, is how the Employment Service

is going to serve such a large number of additional people.

The answer is that some new approaches are going to be needed

in the way the Employment Service conducts its business.

We have plans to change the method of operation. In some

cases trial runs are under way. In others, such trials will

commence very soon. As of now we have three major steps in

mind.

The first is to introduce computers into employment

service operations just as fast as it can be done. The

computer enables us to establish a "job bank' which provides

a daily print—out of all the jobs that are reported. This

is in operation right now in Baltimore, and has greatly

accelerated the ability of the Employment Service to place

disadvantaged persons. For example, placement of disadvantaged

applicants increased by 250 percent in Baltimore because of

the wider exposure of job opportunities via the Job Bank.

Then we can move on to computer matching of the man and the

job, a system now in use in Utah and Wisconsin.

Our target is to have 54 job banks installed yet this

fiscal year. By the end of calendar year 1970, we expect

to expand this to 76.
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In the next year or two a new Employment Service Automated

Reporting System will be installed. This will permit us to

"track" individuals through the appLication — employability -

placement process so that we can improve the system on the

basis of facts rather than intuition.

The second is to organize the local employment service

office in a way that will enable it to meet its tradit.ional

responsibilities for providing job ssistance to those who

are not poor, at the same time that it frees its resources

to provide intensive assistance to those who have really

serious employability problems. For the better equipped

group of clients, there is going to have to be more self-

service," and we believe that the computer will enable us

to provide this in such a way that these clients are well

served, without requiring the staff time now being used.

This new operating arrangement, which has the support

of the Inter—State Conference of rployment Security Agencies,

has already been designed, and will be tested for about a

year in six cities.

The third is to provide unemployment insurance claimants,

who on the average are re-employed rather quickly, with more
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job information directly from the U.I. office, and thus

lighten the burden on the Employment Service. The unemploy-

ment insurance office could have the list of job openings

from the job bank, and supply that information directly.

The information itself, of course, would have to come from

the Employment Service.

This is being tried in five cities this year, including

Baltimore which has the job bank. We are requesting resources

to make this new system operational in the 55 largest

metropolitan areas in fiscal year 1971. These areas

account for about half of the total U.I. caseload.

Beyond these specific improvements in the Employment

Service, an improvement is planned in the entire Federal—State

system of providing all manpower services, including training.

That approach is incorporated in the Administrations Manpower

Training Act, which is pending before another Committee.

The manpower services provisions of this bill are written

to parallel the Manpower Training Act, so that when both are

passed we will have an integrated manpower delivery system.
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Joint Task Force

The Family Assistance Act is a major legislative

proposal that requires close working relationships between

the Labor Department and the Department of Health, Education,

and Welfare.

Unfortunately, our two Departments have not always

worked together as smoothly as they should. The study made

by the Legislative Reference Service of the enactment of WIN

establishes this fact. There have been gaps in communication,

and a history of competition for running the work training

program.

Secretary Finch and I plan to have a maximum of

coordination in the administration of these joint programs.

To achieve this, we are establishing a joint HEW-Labor Task

Force for the implementation and conduct of the programs we

are resSonsible for.

This Task Force will assure a commonality of objectives,

and develop joint guidelines, reporting procedures, and

evaluation plans.
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THE WORK TEST

A Family Assistance recipient will be denied benefits

if he refuses "without good cause to accept suitable employ-

m.ent in which he is able to engage." He must also accept

suitable training and manpower services.

The key word is "suitable." It is a test that has long

been used in unemployment insurance, and over the years,

through agency and court interpretation, a large body of

case law has established its meaning in different situations.

We expect that a similar process will occur in the case

of Family Assistance. It will be applied on an individual

by individual basis, under guidelines that the Secretary of

Labor will be responsible for providing to the State agencies.

There will be appeals, and there will be hearings on those

appeals. Cases may be taken to court where matters will

finally be settled.

I can be somewhat more specific than this. We intend

to follow the same policy with respect to wages as we now

do in WIN, and in the proposed Manpower Training Act. W' do

not require a person to take a job that pays less than the

applicable minimum wage, or the prevailing wage, whichever is

higher.
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But a policy of this sort does not contain the whole

story. Our objective is to move people out of poverty and

off welfare. We are not going to be out looking for low wage

jobs. We want the highest wages possible. And to the maxi-

mum possible extent we are going to train people for jobs at

decent wages, whenever we find that they cannot get good

jobs with their present skills.

There is no intention of doing anything that would under-

mine existing wage levels. We are not going to open up a

new cheap labor supply to employers who are not paying the

going rate.

Having said this, I hasten t;o add that the labor market

itself must be recognized as a constraint on the full

achievement of our expectations. It is a fact that our

economy has a lot of jobs that pay low wages. We are not

going to be remaking the economy in this program. e have

to relate to the labor market. We can only put people in the

jobs that exist.

What this means is that we will have to thread our way

between our goals of providing good jobs--after training when

possible- -and the realities of the kinds of jobs that are

available.

60



— 23 —

Although Family Assistance relies priniarily on in-

centives to work, it does Include sanctions. These sanctions

should be put into perspective.

By and large we expect that people will take jobs as

we eliminate the barriers that have stood in the way of

employment. Studies have shown that people on welfare are

little different in their attitudes toward employment than

persons not on welfare.

With the strong incentives to work that are built into

the Family Assistance structure, I do not believe that it

will be necessary to use sanctions very frequently. It is
clear, even at present, that the AFDC population is not a

static one. People are leaving the rolls every day for a

variety of reasons, including taking jobs. Of the 600,000

who left the rolls during 1968, 37% departed because of

increased earnings of someone in the home.

The denial of benefits in the Unemployment Insurance

system because of refusal to accept suitable work is a

relatively infrequent occurence. In fiscal year 1969, less

than .1 per cent of claimant contacts resulted in a dis-

qualification from benefits due to refusal to accept suitable

work.
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There undoubtedly will be some who will refuse work in

Family Assistance, despite the strong incentives which exist.

It would not be fair to those who do work, or to the Nation's

taxpayers, to allow them to choose idleness and a 'free ride."

A work requirement is not unreasonable as a condition of

receiving Family Assistance benefits.

THE WORKING POOR

By and large, the programs that have been designed thus

far to fight poverty have concentrated on the unemployed or

families without a breadwinner. But this is not the full

face of poverty. In the majorit.y of poor families, where the

head is under 65, the family head is working. Thus, the

working sector harbors as much poverty as the non-working

sector.

Who and where are the working poor?

-- half live in the South

—— over one out of three of the family heads have less
than 8 years of education

-- over four out of ten of the family heads do not work
full tima, the year round

—— one out of three is black
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The Family Assistance Act covers the working poor, and

thereby includes them in the efforts of the Nation to

eliminate poverty. Those who are employed and still poor

will have their wages supplemented as well as those who are

not able to work.

We estimate that among the population covered by the

Family Assistance Act, there are 1.8 million family heads who

work full time, for a full year, and still suffer the

affliction of poverty. This is a larger number than those

who do not work at all.

It is a group, we believe, that deserves the concern of

the Nation and inclusion in the legislation which is before

you.

RELIANCE ON THE REGULAR ECONOMY FOR JOBS

We believe that "work experience" programs, in which

people are employed for temporary periods in public service

jobs, are a useful component of a comprehensive manpower

system. Such programs can be helpful in cases where there

is no recent experience in employment by providing an

opportunity to learn the demands of work.
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It is not our intent to create jobs in the public sector

especially for the; hard—core unemployed as a way of solving

manpower problems. We believe that such jobs are not a

solution to employment problems, and represent insteac a

failure to face up to the more difficult task of equipping

individuals to compete for the ever increasing number of real

jobs that our economy is producing. We estimate that there will

be 2 million job openings a year in clerical, sales, and

operative occupations.

The problem, as we see it, is to remove people who can work

from positions of econonic dependence. We behave this means

they should not have to depend on government supplyinc their

work and their wages, just as much es it means that they should

strive for independence from public welfare. A welfare job

is no substitute for a welfare check.

Neither do we believe that public employment should be a

basis for guaranteeing jobs. Government should assume a res—

ponsibility for maintaining a healthy economy that produces

enough jobs, and commit itself to preparing people to fill those

jobs. We want no work inventing system that offers a way around

this basic responsibility.

In fact, regular public employment in State and local

governments is increasing every year. We have launched
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efforts to channel disadvantaged persons into those jobs, in

much the sane way that private employers are encouraged to

hire and train such workers in the JOBS program run by the

National Alliance of Businessmen. We are interested in

developing more of these regular public jobs for the

dis advantaged.

The Manpower Training Act provides authority for the

kind of work projects that I have described. The Faniily

Assistance Act, which is written to parallel the Manpower

Training Act with regard to the services offered, also

includes such authority. We intend to use it where it

applies, in a context of moving people into regular jobs.

But we do not expect it to be a major feature of the manpower

program.

Mr. chairman, these are the main points I wanted to make

in my formal statement.

We recognize that this new departure in welfare will

require a substantial initial investment. But we believe

that a transformed system will set in motion forces that

will lessen dependency and foster economic growth. These

substantial "start up" costs now will ultimately cost us
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less as a Nation, both in terms of dollars expended and lives

wasted and warped.

This program has had the benefit of extended analysis

and discussion, at the highest levels, and throughout the

Administration. We feel we are right about the need to

reform welfare, and the directions we have chosen. As we

remove the barriers to employment through training and child

care programs, and as we build work incentives into the

allowance structure--and remove the disincentives—..welfare

people will go to work and the upward spiral of costs will

be reversed.

Through the centuries our social policies have become

much more humane, but whatever the purity of our intentions,

actions have often been perverse, with a tendency to punish

as well as protect. The right to life for all our citizens

is a matter that calls for our best effort, and our most

considered judgment.

I recall to you the opening words of the President's

message, that "A measure of the greatness of a powerful

nation is the character of the ].ife it creates for those who

are powerless to make ends meet."
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hIGhER BENEFITS FOR OVER 25 MILLION PEOPLE

___
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AND WIVES

DISABLED WIDOWS

AND WIDOWERS

SPECIAL PAYMENTS TO
PEOPLE AGE 72 AND OVER



INCREASED SOCIAL SECURITY PROTECTION FOR NEARLY ALL *ORKERS
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AVERAGE CASH BENEFITS*
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RETIRED WORKERS

AGED COUPLES

AGED WIDOWS

WIDOWS
WITH 2 CHILDREN
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AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENT
OF BENEFITS TO PRICES

1. WHEN THE CPI INCREASES AT LEAST
3 PERCENT

'2. BUT NO MORE OFTEN THAN ONCE
A YEAR

3. INCREASES EFFECTIVE FOR
JANUARY. BEGINNING WITH 1971
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9OOO CONTRIBUTION AND BENEFIT BASE IN 1972
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AUTOMATIC ADJ USTMENT
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BENEFIT COMPUTATION UNDER PRESENT LAW

BENEFITS BASED ON
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OTHER IMPROVEMENTS IN
SOCIAL SECURITY PROTECTION

• EXTEND CHILDHOOD DISABiLITY BENEFITS TO

PEOPLE DISABLED BETWEEN AGES 18 AND 22

• EXTEND NONCONTRIBUTORY WAGE CREDITS FOR

MILITARY SERVICE TO THE PERIOD JAN.lqSl TO DEC.1967

• EXTEND BENEFITS TO DEPENDENT PARENTS OF

RETIRED AND DISABLED BENEFICiARIES



AMENDMENTS AFFECTING HEALTH BENEFIT COSTS

1. Tie depreciation payments to State health planning.

0 PiArik. I'IWrbflrfI+D nInrr1,ii1 , A+ri .C 4L
piuu PP III l U VVJ tuil lvii VI IJUI I RJ?U P11./Il .

3. Expand authority for reimbursement experimentation.

4. Bar providers and physicians who abuse the program.

, Pay customary charges if less than cost.

6. Withhold payment where UR finds admission not warranted.

7. Authority to estimate overpayments for recoupment.



STATUS OF THE CASHBENEFITS
TRUST FUNDS

ACTUARIAL BALANCE
(PERCENT OF PAYROLL)

A11ER1961 AMENDMENTS (FEB. 196S) O.O1%

1Q69 TRUSTEES' REPORT (JAN.1969)

REVISED COST ESTIMATE (SEPT.1969) 1.16



STATUS OF THE HOSPITAL INSURANCE
TRUST FUND

ACTUARIAL BALANCE
(PERCENT OF PAYROLL)

AFTER 1967 AMENDMENTS (FEB. 1968) ÷ 0.03%

1969 TRUSTEES' REPORT (JAN. 1969) -0.29

REVISED COST ESTIMATE (SEPT. icor -0.77

Pr&iminary



CONTRiBUTION RATES
FOR EMPLOYEES AND EMPLOYERS

CASI4 BENEFITS I1OSPITAL iNSURANCE TOTAL

YEAR PRESENT LAW PROPOSL PRESENT 1A PROPOSAL PRESENT LAW PROPOSAL

1970 4.20/ 4.2 % oo "is 0.6 420'!. 4.8
%

191172 4.6 4.2 0.60 0.9 5.20

197374 5.0 4.2 0.65 0.9 5.65 5.1

1975 5.0 4h 0.65 0.9 6.66 5.5
1976 5.0 4.6 0.70 0.9 6.70
1977-79 5.0 0.70 0.9 5.70 5.7
190-96 6.0 4.9 o.go 0.9 6.0
197An 5.0 5.0 0.90 0.9 6.90 59



ESTIMATED PROGRESS OF THE HOSPITAL iNSURANCE TRUST FUND

Under Present Law and under Proposal; 1970-1973
(in BiIIions

FISCAL

YEAR

INCOME OUTGO NET INCREASE IN FUNDS

PRESENT LAW PROPOSAL PRESENT LAW PROPOSAL PRESENT LAW PROPOSAL

t970 5.B 5.3 O2 O.2

1971 S.9 7.1 6.3 6.3 -0.5 0.7

1972 6.0 87 7.4 7.4 - I.b 1.2

1973 6.3 9.6 8.6 8.6 -2.2 1.0



ESTI MATED PROGRESS OF THE cASHBENEFITS TRUST FUNDS

Under Present Lziw and under Proposal,197o1973
(In Billions)

INCOME OUTGO NET iNCREASE IN FUNDS

_______

PRESENT LV PROPOSAL PRESENT 1A PROPOSAV PRESENT LAW PROPOSAL

35.2 35.2 *24 *29,! 6I
3g.6 296 32.9 39
43.1 393 3O. 35.4 12.3 3.9

41.4 43.4 32.0 36.6 /5.4

jJ ASSUMES NO AUTOMATIC INCREPISES IN BENEFITS UNDER TIlE COSTOF-UVING PROVISION

FISCAL

YEAR

1970

1971

1972

1973



FINANCING HOSPITAL INSURANCE BENEFITS

PERCENT OF PAYROLL

LEVEL COST LEVEL EQUIVALENT

OF BENEFITS OF INCOME BALANCE.

PRESENT PR0GRAM 2.27 f.0 -0.77
PROPOSALS:

CONTRIBUTION BASE -0.17
AUTOMATIC APJUSTMENT OF BASE

CONTRIBUTION RATES 0.27

PROPOSEc' PR0GAM 1.71 1.77

Pre/iswiiiarj



FINANCING SOCIAL SECURiTY CASH BENEFITS

PERCENT OF PAYROLL

LEVEL COST LEVEL EQUIVALENT

OF BENEFITS OF INCOME BALANCE

PRESENT PROGRAM 8.72 9.88

PR0P0SSLS
CONTRIBUTION BASE - 0.23
BENEFIT INCREASE 0.79
WIDOW'S BENEFITS 0 ,2B
AGE-ô2 COMPUTATION POINT

FOR MEN 0.10
RETIRE WENT TEST LIBERALIZATION 0.08
OTHER IMPROVEMENTS 0.01
CONTRIBUTION RATE POSTPONEMENT - O.2

PROPOSED PROGRAM 9.72 9.ôS -0.09

ii VARIOUS AUTOMAT/C ADJUSTMENT FEATURES A A WHOLE 00 NOT INCREASE THE COST OF THE PRO9A'AM AS A PERCENT CF PAYROLL.



ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS IN FIRST FULL CALENDAR YEAR

AND NUMBER OF PEOPLE AFFECTED
ADDITIONAL BENEFiCIARIES NEWLY ELIOILE

PAYMENTS I MMEDIATELY AFFECTED PEOPLE

PROVISION (IN MILLIONS) (IN THOUSANDS) (IN THOUSANDS)

10%BENEFIT INCREASE 2,997 25,500 12k'

MODIFiCATION OF RETIREMENT TEST 350 800 300 "
0

AGE-62 COMPUTATION POINT 392 5,000 100

INCREASE IN WIDOW'S BENEFITS 610 2,700

OTHER IMPROVEMENTS 62 150 38
TOTAL 441 1 (J) UI)
i"NONIN.SURED PEOPLE AGED 72 AND OWE V/i/O CANNOT GET £3ENEF/TS Li//DEE PEEstwT LAW

I/PEOPLE WHO CAN GET NO BENEFITS FOR /97/UNDER PA°ESENTLAWBUT WHO WOULD GET SOME BENEFITS UNDER THE PROPOSAL.

.JFiWAYS ARE NOT ADD/TI VE BECAUSE TIME PERIODS lit NOT 1/N/FORM AND BECAUSE .4 PERSON MAY BE AFFECTED BY MORE )WA4'

ONE PROVISION.
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1969
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Mr. MILLS, from the Committee on Ways and Means,
submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany H.R 15095]

The Committee on Ways and Means, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 15095) to increase benefits under the old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance program, having considered the same, report favor-
ably thereon without amendment and recommend that the bill do
pass.

I. PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of H.R. 15095 is to provide an across-the-board in-
crease in social security benefits of 15 percent for the 25 million elderly
people, disabled people and their dependents, and widows and orphans
who now get monthly social security benefits. In addition, the increase
would apply to those people who will come on the benefit rolls in the
future.

II. DISCUSSION OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

On October 15, the Committee on Ways and Means held extensive
public hearings on all aspects of the Social Security Act, including the
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance program, the public as-
sistance programs, and the medicare and medicaid programs. As the
evidence presented at these hearings unfolded, it became obvious that
there was a pressing and urgent need for an across-the-board increase in
the social security payments of people now on the benefit rolls. The
information supplied to your committee indicated that the need was
such that the increase should be provided as quickly as possible. More-
over, a recent revision in the long-range cost estimates of the system
showed for the old-age, survivors, 'and disability programs an actuarial
surplus of 1.16 percent of taxable payroll—an amount sufficient to meet

(1)
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the cost of a 15-percent benefit increase. Therefore, your committee
unanimously recommends that social security benefits be increased by
15 percent, effective with the benefits payable for January 1970. hllhe
benefit increase will be reflected in the checks issued on April 13, 1970,
as is further explained below.

Your committee is convinced of the necessity to consider without
unnecessary delay the many issues affecting the various programs un-
der the Social Security Act which may call for legislative modifica-
tion, and it intends to continue consideration of these issues as its first
order of business when the Congress reconvenes next year. At that
time, your committee will continue its consideration of the President's
social security and welfare recommendations along with other pro-
posals relating to public 'assistance and social security, including the
operation of the medicare and medicaid programs. However, your
committee does not believe 'the 15-percent benefit increase for social
security beneficiaries should be delayed pending the committee's con-
sideration of these other matters.

Nvnrtber of person.s affected: Your committee's bill would provide
increased payments to the more than 25 million beneficiaries w-ho wil]
be on the benefit rolls in January 1970. Your committee has been in-
formed that additional payments in fiscal year 1970 w-ould total $1.7
billion, and that payments in 'the first full calendar year in which the
increased benefits are paid—1971—would total $4.4 billion.

Minimurn,, and maximumm bene fit changes: Under 'the bill, the mini-
mum benefit for a retired worker coming on the benefit rolls at or after
age 65, and for a disabled worker, would be increased from $55 to $64
per month. The maximum worker's benefit would be increased from
$218 to $250.70. (Although this maximum benefit is not payable until
the year 2006 to people retired at age 5, maximum benefits are possible
earlier for disabled people and for survivor families.)

Special age 792 benefIts also increased: The special payments for cer-
tain people aged 72 and older who either have not worked at all under
social security or have not worked long enough to qualify for regular
social security cash benefits would also be increased by 15 percent—
from $40 for an individual and from $60 for a couple to $46 and $69,
respectively.

Effective date: Because of the time required to make the necessary
changes in the Social Security Administration records and procedures
that are needed to pay the new, higher amounts, the first check which
could reflect the new rates would be for next March, payable in April.
In addition, a separate check covering the retroactive increase for the
January and February payments would be paid in April.

The following table shows illustrative benefit amounts under pres-
ent law and under the proposed increase:



3

Average monthly
earnings

Worker I Man and w

Present law

ife 12

Bill

Widow, widower
age 6

Present law

or parent,

BillPresent law Bill

Minimums
$150
$250
$350
$450
$550
$650

$55.00
88.40

115.00
140.40
165.00
189.90
218.00

$64.00
101.70
132.30
161.50
189.80
218.40
250.70

$82.50
132.60
172.50
210.60
247.50
284.90
323.00

$96.00
152.60
198.50
242.30
284.70
327.60

4376.10

$55.00
73.00
94.90

115.90
136.20
156.70
179.90

$84.00
83.90

109.20
133.30
156.60
180.20
206.90

I For a worker who is disabled or who is age 65 or older at the time of retirement and a wife age 65 or older at the time
when she comes on the rolls. -

2 Survivor benefit amounts for a widow and I child or for 2 parents would be the same as the benefits for a man and wife,
except that the total benefits would always equal 150 percent of the worker's primary insurance amount; it would not be
limited to $323 as it is under the present law.

Average monthly earnings of $74 or less under the present law, and of $76 or less under the bill.
4 $105 limit on wife's benefit is removed.

III. ADDITIONAL AMENDMENTS RELATED TO THE
15-PERCENT BENEFIT INCREASE

In order to assure that all beneficiaries would get the 15-percent in-
crease, the $105 monthly limit in present law on the wife's, husband's,
and certain remarried widow's and widower's benefits would be re-
moved. Also, as has been true whenever there have been benefit in-
creases in the past, the bill would permit families already on the rolls
to get the 15-percent increase for January and succeeding months even
though payments to such families exceed the maximum limit on family
benefit payments for their particular average monthly wage.

Because H.R. 15095 increases disability insurance benefits by 15 per-
cent—which are paid out of the disability insurance trust fund—your
committee would provide a 15-percent increasein the allocttion of so-
cial security tax income to the disability insurance trust fund. Begin-
ning in 1970, the allocation to the trust fund would be increased from
0.95 percent of taxable wages to 1.1 percent of taxable wages and from
0.7125 percent of taxable self-employment income to 0.825 percent of
taxable self -employment income.

Under present law the disability insurance trust fund is in approxi-
mate acturial balance, having a long-range balance of —0.01 per-
cent of taxable payroll. The old-age and survivors insurance trust fund
has a substantial positive balance, amounting to 1.17 percent of taxable
payroll. The increase in the allocation of con'tribution income to the
disability insurance trust fund will meet the cost of the 15-percent
benefit increase provided under the bill for disability beneficiaries and
keep the disability insurance trust fund in actuarial balance, while
leaving the old-'age and survivors insurance trust fund in approximate
actuarial balance.

IV. ACTUARIAL COST ESTIMATES FOR THE OLD-AGE,
SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSURANCE SYSTEM

(a) Swimmary of actuarial cost estYi?nates
The old-age, survivors, and 'disability insurance system, as modified

'by your committee's 'bill, has an estimated cost for benefit payments
and administrative expenses that is very closely in balance with contri-
'bution income. This also was the case for the 1950 and subsequent
amendments at the time they were enacted.
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The old-age and survivors insurance system as modified by your
committee's bill shows an actuarial balance of —0.08 percent of taxable
payroll under the intermediate-cost estimate. This is, of course, very
close to an exact 'balance, especially considering that a range of varia-
tion is necessarily present in the long-range actuarial cost estimates
and, further, that rounded tax ratesare used in actual practice. Accord-
ingly, the old-age 'and survivors insurance program, as it would be
changed by your committee's bill, is actuarially sound.

The separate disability insurance trust fund, established under the
1956 act, shows exact actuarial balance under the provisions that would
be in effect after enactment of your committee's bill, betause the contri-
bution rate allocated to this fund is exactly the same as the cost of the
disability benefits based on the intermediate-cost estimate. Accord-
ingly, the disability insurance program, as it would be modified by
your committee's 'bill, is actuarially sound.

(b) Contribution rate schedule for old-age, survivors, and disability
iuranee in bill

The contribution schedule for old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance in present law is not changed by your committee's bill.

These tax schedules are as follows:

Calendar year

Combined
employer-

employee rate
Self-employed

rate

1969—70
1971—72

8.4 6.3
I9l3andafter 9.2

10.0
6.9
7.0

The allocated rates to the two trust funds that are applicable to the
combined employer-employee contribution rate for your committee's
bill, as compared with present law, are as follows:

and survivors
insurance Disability insurance

Calendar year
Committee

law bill
Present

law
Committee

bill

1970
1971—72

7.30
8.25

0.95 1.10

1973 and alter
8.10

9.05 8.90
.95
.95

1.10
1,10

The allocation for disability insurance with respect to the self-em-
ployed rate is increased from 0.7125 percent under present law to
0.825 percent under your committee's bill.
(c) Actuarial balance of program after enactment of 1967 act

The changes made by the 167 amendments involved an increased
cost that was fully met by the accompanying changes in the financing
provisions (namely, an increase in the contribution rates in 1973 and
after and an increase in the earnings base). After an increase in the
allocation to the disability insurance system, both that portion of the
program and the old-age and survivors insurance portion were esti-
mated to be in close actuarial balance.
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In 1968 the cost estimates were completely revised, based on the
availability of new operating data. The new estimates showed signifi-
cantly lower costs. The actuarial balance of the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance program increased from + 0.01 percent of tax-
able payroll to + 0.53 percent of taxable payroll. The factors con-
tributing to lower costs were as follows: (1) use of 1968 earnings
assumption (instead of 1966 earnings) + 0.33 percent; (2) use of
41/4 percent interest assumption (instead of 33/4 percent), +0.11
percent; (3) use of higher female labor force participation rates,
+ 0.06 percent; and (4) other factors, + 0.02 percent.

Then, in 1969, another complete revision of the actuarial cost esti-
mates was made. The estimated cost of the program was again signifi-
cantly reduced. The actuarial balance of the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance program was thereby increased from the figure
of + 0.53 percent of taxable payroll according to the 1968 estimate to
+ 1.16 percent of taxable payroll. The factors contributing to lower
costs were as follows: (1) use of 1919 earnings assumption (instead
of 1968 earnings), +0.22 percent; (2) use of 4%-percent interest
assumption (instead of 41/4 percent), + 0.11 percent; (3) use of higher
labor force participation rates, for both men and women, + 0.23 per-
cent; and (4) other factors, + 0.07 percent.
(d) Actuarial balance of OASDI systen

According to the latest cost estimates made for the 1967 act, there is
a very favorable actuarial balance for the combined old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance system, but that there is a deficit of 0.01 per-
cent of taxable payroll for the disability insurance portion, and a
favorable balance of 1.17 percent of taxable payroll for the old-age
and survivors insurance portion.

Under your committee's bill, the benefit changes proposed would be
financed by utilizing the existing favorable actuarial balance, without
any increases in the contribution rates and the earnings base. Accord-
ingly, since the disability insurance system is in such close actuarial
balance under existing law, it is necessary to increase the portion of
the combined contributions which are allocated to it, so as to finance
the cost of the 15-percent benefit increase. Under the new allocation
basis, both the old-age and survivors insurance system and the dis-
ability insurance system are in close actuarial balance.

Table I traces through the change in the actuarial balance of the
system from its situation under present law, according to the latest
estimate, to that under your committee's bill, by type of major changes
involved, determined as of January 1, 1970.

TABLE 1.—CHANGES IN ACTUARIAL BALANCE OF OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSURANCE SYSTEM,
EXPRESSED IN TERMS OF ESTIMATED LEVEL-COST AS PERCENTAGE OF TAXABLE PAYROLL, BY TYPE OF CHANGE,

INTERMEDIATE-COST ESTIMATE, PRESENT LAW AND COMMITTEE BILL

jPercentj

Item

Old-age and
survivors
insurance

Disability
insurance

Total
system

Actuarial balance of present system
Benefit increase sf15 percent
Revised allocation of contribution rate

Total effectof cnanges in bill

Actuarial balance under bill

+1.17
—1.10

—. 15

—0.01
—.14
+. 15

+1.16
—1.24

- 00

—1.25 +01 —1.24

—.08 .00 —.08
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The changes made by your committee's bill would maintain the
sound actuarial position of the old-age, survivors, and disability in-
surance system. The estimated actuarial balance of —0.08 percent of
taxable payroll is inside the established limit within which the sys-
tem is considered substantially in actuarial balance.

It should be emphasized that in 1950 and in subsequent amend-
ments, the Congress did not recommend that the system be financed
by a high level tax rate in the future, but rather recommended an
increasing schedule, which, of necessity, ultimately rises higher than
such a level rate. Nonetheless, this graded tax schedule will produce
a considerable excess of income over outgo for many years so that a
sizable trust fund will develop, although not as large as would arise
under an equivalent level tax rate. This fund will be invested in Gov-
ermnen't securities (just as is also the case for the trust funds of the
civil service retirement, railroad retirement, national service life in-
surance, and U.S. Government life insurance systems). The resulting
interest income will help to bear part of the higher'benefit costs of
the future.
(e) Level-costs of benefit payments, by type

The level-cost of the old-age and survivors insurance benefit pay-
ments (without considering administrative expenses, the railroad re-
tirement financial interchange, and the effect of interest earnings on
the existing trust fund) under the 1967 act, according to the latest
intermediate-cost estimate, is 7.82 percent of taxable payroll, and the
corresponding figure for the program as it would be modified by your
committee's bill is 8.92 percent. The corresponding figures for the dis-
ability benefits are 0.96 percent for the 1967 act and 1.10 percent for
your committee's bill.

Table II presents the benefit costs for the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system as it would be after enactment of your
committee's bill, separately for each of the various types of benefits.
TABLE Il—ESTIMATED LEVEL-COST OF BENEFIT PAYMENTS, ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES, AND INTEREST

EARNINGS ON EXISTING TRUST FUND UNDER THE OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSURANCE SYSTEM,
AFTER ENACTMENT OF COMMITTEE BILL, AS PERCENTAGE OF TAXABLE PAYROLL,' BY TYPE OF BENEFIT.
INTERMEDIATE-COST ESTIMATE

(Percentj

Item

Old-age and
survivors
insurance

Disability
insurance

Primary benefits
W!fe's and husband's benefits
Widow's and widower's benefits
Parent's benefits

6.16
.50

1.30

0.90
.06
(2

Child's benefits .01 (2

Mother's benefits
Lump-sum death payments

Total benefits

.74

.13

.08

.14
(5)
(a)

Administrative 8.92 1.10

Railroad retirement financial .13 04

Interest on existing trust funds

Net total level.cost

.07
—.26

.00
—.04

8. 86 1. 10

Including adjustment to reflect the lower contribution rate on self-employment iscnme and on tips, as compared with
the cnrnbined employer-employee rate.

2 This type of benefit is not payable under this program. .

3 This item includes reimbursement for additional cost of noncnntributnry crec°' ,, ailitary service and is takes as an
offset to the benefit and administrative expense costs,
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(f) Income and outqo in near future
Under your committee's bill, benefit disbursements under the old-

age, survivors, and disability insurance system will increase by $1.7
billion in fiscal year 1970 over present law; this represents the increase
for 5 months' of benefit payments—since the increase is first effective
for January 1970.

Under the program as modified by your committee's bill, according
to this estimate, the old-age and survivors insurance trust fund will
increase by about $1.6 billion in 1970. In 1971—72, the trust fund will
increase by about $5 billion per year. In the next 2 years, as a
result of the scheduled increase in the contribution rates in 1973, the
trust fund will increase by about $11 billion each year. Table III
presents these short-range estimates.

TABLE 111.—PROGRESS OF OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE TRUST FUND, SHORT-RANGE ESTIMATE

tin millionsj

Railroad
retirement

Contribu-
Calendar year tions

Benefit
payments

Adminis- financial
trative inter-

expenses change2
Interest on

fund I

Balance in
fund at end

of year'

Actual data:
1951 53,367
1952 3,819
1953 3,945
1954 5, 163
1955 5,713
1956 6,172
1957 6,825
1958 7,566
1959 8,052
1960 10,866
1961 11,285
1962 12, 059
1963 14,541
1964 15,689
1965 16,017
1966 20,658
1967 23,216
1968 24, 101

Estimated data (short-range estimate), committee bill:
19694 28,523
1970 30,089
1971 34,527
1972 36,455
1973 41,429
1974 43,459

51,885
2,194
3, 006
3,670
4,968
5,715
7,347
8,327
9,842

10,677
11,862
13, 356
14,217
14,914
16,737
18,267
19,468
22,642

24,245
28,799
30,288
31,414
32,518
33,641

581
88
88
92 —521

119 —7
132 —5
162 —2
194 124
184 282
203 318
239 332
256 361
281 423
296 403
328 436
256 444
406 508
476 438

469 491
516 526
532 564
551 633
571 621
591 612

$417
365
414
447
454
526
556
552
532
516
548
526
521
569
593
644
818
939

1,139
1,352
1,562
1,872
2,308
2,870

$15, 540
17,442
18, 707
20, 576
21,663
22,519
22,393
21,864
20,141
20,324
19,725
18,337
18,480
19,125
18,235
20,570
24,222
25, 704

30,161
31,761
36,466
42,195
52,222
63,707

iAn interest rate of 4.75 percent is used in determining the level costs, under the intermediate-cost long-range estimates,
but in developing the progress of the trust fund a varying rate in the early years has been used.

A negative figure indicates payment to the trust fund from the railroad retirement account, and a pustive figure indi-
cates the reverse.

Not including amounts in the railroad retirement account to the credit of the old-age and survivors insurance trust
fund. In millions of dollars, these amounted to $377 for 1953, $284 for 1954, $163 for 1955, $60 for 1956, and nothing for
1957 and thereafter.

4 Estimated data for present law.

Note: Contributions include reimbursement for additional cost of noncontributory credit for military service and fo
the special benefits payable to certain noninsured persons aged 72 or over.

The disability insurance trust fund is estimated to increase by about
$1.4 billion in 1970 under your committee's bill, and by somewhat
larger amounts each year thereafter for the next few years. Table IV
presents these short-range estimates.

H. Rept. 91—700 0—2
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TABLE IV.—PROGRESS OF DISABILITY. INSURANCE TRUST FUND, SHORT-RANGE ESTIMATE

(In millions(

Railroad

Adminis.
retirement

financial
Balance
in fund

Contri- Benefit trative inter- Interest at end
Calendar year butinns payments enpenses change' on funds of year

Actual data:
1957
1958

$702
966

$57
249

$3
12

$7
25

$649
1,379

1959 891 457 50 —$22 40 1,825
1960
1961
1962
1963

1, 010
1,038
1,046
1,099

568
887

1,105
1,210

36
64
66
68

—5
5

11

20

53
66
68
66

2, 289
2,437
2,368
2,235

1964 1,154 1,309 79 19 64 2,047
1965
1966

1, 188
2,022

1, 573
1,784

90
137

24
25

59
58

1, 606
1,739

1967 2,302 1,950 109 31 78 2,029
1968

Estimated data (short-range estimate),
committee bill:

3, 454 2, 294 127 20 106 3, 025

19693
1970

3,643
4, 419

2,563
3, 092

151
162

21
18

180
260

4,113
5, 520

1971 4,693 3,298 169 17 334 7,063
1972
1973
1974

4,913
5, 136
5,369

3,462
3, 607
3,731

174
181
187

21

22
23

412
500
596

8,731
10, 557
12,581

1 A negative figure indicates payment to the trust fund from the railroad retirement account, and a positive figure indi-
cates the reverse.

2 An interest rate of 4.75 percent is used in determining the level-costs under the intermediate-cost long-range estimates
but in develnping the progress of the trust fund a varying rate in the early years has been used.

3 Estimated data for present law.

Note: Contributions include reimbursement for additional Cost of noncontribotory credit for military service.

(g) Long-ra'nge operatioiis of OASJ trust fuind
Table V gives the estimated operations of the old-age and survivors

insurance trust fund under the program as it would be changed by
your committee's bill for the long-range future, based on the inter-
mediate-cost estimate. It will, of course, be recognized that the figures
for the next two or three decades are the most reliable (under the
assumption of level-earnings trends in the future) since the popula-
tions concerned—both covered workers and beneficiaries—are already
born. As the estimates proceed further into the future, there is, of
course, much more uncertainty.

In every year after 1969 for the next 15 years, contribution income
under the system as it would be modified by your committee's bill is
estimated to exceed old-age and survivors insurance benefit disburse-
ments. Even after the benefit-outgo eurve rises ahead of the contribu-
tion-income curve, the trust fund will nonetheless continue to increase
because of the effect of interest earnings (which more than meet the
administrative expense disbursements and any financial interchanges
with the railroad retirement program). As a result, this trust fund
is estimated to grow steadily under the intermediate long-range cost
estimate (with a level-earnings assumption), reaching $89 billion in
1980 and about $160 billion at the end of this century.
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TABLE V.—ESTIMATED PROGRESS OF OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE TRUST FUND UNDER SYSTEM AS

MODIFIED BY COMMITTEE BILL, LONG-RANGE-INTERMEDIATE-COST ESTIMAT[

jin millions)

Calendar year Contributions
Benefit

payments I

Adminis-
trative

expenses
Interest on

fund

Balance in
fund at

end of year

1980
1990
2000
2025

$42,080
47, 578
55,344
72,031

$38,956
50,140
56,998
92,408

$614
714
791

1,163

$3,801
5,868
7,267

10,621

$89,343
132,750
164,715
232,689

I Includes effect of financill interchange provision with railroad retirement system.

Note: Contributions include reimbursement for additional cost of noncontributory credit for military service before
1957. No account is taken in this table of the outgo for the special benefits payable to certain noninsured persons aged 72
or over or for the additional benefits payable on the basis of noncontributory credit for military service alter 1967—or of
the corresponding reimbursement therefor, which is exactly counterbalancing from a long-range cost standpoint.

(h) Long-range operation. of DI tDu8t fund
The disability insurance trust fund, under the program as it would

be changed by your committee's bill, grows slowly but steadily after
1969, according to the intermediate long-range cost estimate, as shown
by table VI. In 1980, it is shown as being $18 billion, while in 1990,
the corresponding figure is $29 billion. There is a small excess of con-
tribution income over benefit disbursements for every year after 199
for the next 20 years.

TABLE VI.—ESTIMATED PROGRESS OF DISABILITY INSURANCE TRUST FUND UNDER SYSTEM AS MODIFIED BY
COMMITTEE BILL, LONG-RANGE-INTERMEDIATE-COST ESTIMATE

(In millionsj

Calendar year Contributions
Benefit

payments I
Administra-

tive expenses
Interest
on fund

Balance in
fund at end

of year

1980
1990
2000
2025

$5,222
5,917
6,887
8,946

$4,685
5,806
7,367

10,697

$176
194
238
342

$768
1,284
1,847
1,980

$17,606
28,855
41,117
43,685

I Includes effect of financial interchange provision with railroad retirement system.

Note: Contributions include reimbursement for additional cost of noncontributory credit for military service before 1957.
No account is taken in this table of the outgo for the additional benefits payable on the basis of noncontributory credit for
military service after 1967—or of the corresponding reimbursement therefor, which is exactly counterbalancing from a
long-range cost standpoint
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V. Changes in Existing Law Made by the Bill, As Reported

In compliance with clause 3 of Rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is
enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing law
in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT
* * * * * * *

TITLE IT—FEDERAL OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND
DISAIBILIITY INSURANCE BENEFITS

Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and Federal

Disability Insurance Trust Fund

Section 201. (a) * * *
(b) There is hereby created on the 'books of the Treasury of the

United States a trust fund to be known as the "Federal Disability
Insurance Trust Fund". The Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund
shall consist of such amounts as may be appropriated to, or deposited
in, such fund as provided in this section. There is hereby appropriated
to the Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1957, and for each fiscal year thereafter, out of any mon-
eys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, amounts equivalent to
100 per centum of—

(1)(A) 1/2 of 1 per centum of the wages (as defined in.sec-
tion 3121 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954) paid after Decem-
ber 31, 1956, and before January 1, 1966, and reported to the
Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate pursuant to subtitle F of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, (B) 0.70 of 1 per centum of the
wages (as so defined) paid after December 31, 1965, and before
January 1, 1968, and so reported, (and] (C) 0.95 of 1 per centum
of tthe wages (as so defined) pai'd after December 31, [1967, an'd so
reported,] 1967, and before January 1, 1970, and so reported, and
(D) 1.10 per centun't of the wages (as so defined) paid after
Decenvber 31, 1969, and so reported, which wages shall be certified
'by the Secretary of Health, Education, an'd Welfare on the basis
of the records of wages established and 'maintained by such
Secretary in accordance with such reports; and

(2) (A) % of 1 per centum of the amount of self-employment
income (as defined in section 1402 of the internal Revenue Code
of 1954) reported to the Secretary of the Treasury or Jiis dele-
gate on tax returns under subtitle F of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 for 'any taxable year beginning after December 31, 1956,
and before January 1, 1966, (B) and 0.525 of 1 per centum of
the amount of self-employment income (a.s so defined) so reported
for any taxable year beginning after December 31, 1965, and
before January 1, 1968, (and] (C) 0.7125 of 1 per centum of the
amount of self-employment income (as so defined) so reported
for any taxable year beginning after December 31, 1967, and
be/ore January 1, 1970, and (D) 0.895 of 1 per centum of the
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amount of self-employment income (as so defined) 80 reported
for any taxable year beginirting after Decenvber 31, 1969, which
self-employment income shall be certified by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare on the basis of the records of
self-employment income established and maintained by the See-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare in accordance with such
returns.
* * * * * * *

Old-Age and Survivors Insuranee Benefit Payments

Old-Age Insurance Benefits

Sec. 202. (a) * * *

Wife's Insurance Benefits
(b)(1) * * *
((2) Except as provided in subsection (q), such wife's insurance

benefit for each month shall be equal to whichever of the following is
the smaller: (A) one-half of the primary insurance amount of her
husband (or, in the case of a divorced wife, her former husband) for
such months, or (B) $105.]

(2) Exce.p,t as pro'cided in subsection (q), such wife's insurance
benefit for each month shall be equal to one-half of the primary insur-
ance amount of her husband (or, in the case of a divorced wife, her
former husband) for such month.

* * * * * * *

Husband's Insurance Benefits

(c)(1) * * *
((3) Except as provided in subsection (q), such husband's insur-

ance benefit for each month shall be equal to whichever of the follow-
ing is the smaller: (A) one-half of the primary insurance amount of
his wife for such month, or (B) $105.]

(3) Except as provided in subsection (q), such husband's insurance
benefit for each month shall be equal to one-half of the primary insur-
ance amount of his wife for such month.

* * * * * * *

Widow's Insurance Benefits
(e)(1) * * *
(4) If a widow, after attaining the age of 60, marries an individual

(other than one described in subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph
(3)), such marriage shall, for purposes of paragraph (1), be deemed
not to have occurred; except that, notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (2) and subsection (q), such widow's insurance benefit for
the month in which such marriage occurs and each month thereafter
prior to the month in which the husband dies or such marriage is
otherwise terminated, shall be equal to (whichever of the following is
the smaller: (A) one-half of the primary insurance amount of the
deceased individual on whose wages and self-employment income such
benefit is based, or (B) $105] one-half of the primary insurance
amount of the deceased individual on whose wages and self-employ-
ment i','wom,e such benefit is based;

* * * * * * *
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Widower's Insurance Benefits
(f)(1) * * *
(5) If a widower, after attaining the age of 2, marries an indi-

vidual (other than one described in subparagraph (A) or (B) of
paragraph (4)), such marriage shall, for purposes of paragraph (1),
be deemed not to have occurred; except that, notwithstanding the pro-
visions of paragraph (3) and subsection (q), such widower's insurance
benefit for the month in which such marriage occurs and each month
thereafter prior to the month in which the wife dies or such marriage
is otherwise terminated, shall be equal to (whichever of the following
is the smaller: (A) one-half of the primary insurance amount of the
deceased individual on whose wages and self-employment income such
benefit is based, or (B) $105] oi'ie-/ialf of the primary irnsurance
amount of t/e deceased individual on whose wages and self-employ-
me'nt income such benefit is based.

* * * * * * *

Reduction of Insurance Benefits
Maximum Benefits

Sec. 203. (a) Whenever the total of monthly benefits to which indi-
viduals are entitled under sections 202 and 223 'for a month on the
basis of the 'wages and self-employment income of an insured indi-
vidual is greater than the amount appearing in column V of the table
in section 215(a) on t'he line on which appears in column IV such
insurd individual's primary insurance amount, such total of benefits
shall be reduced to such amount; except that—

(1) when an'y of such individuals so entitled would (but for the
provisions of section 202(k) (2) (A) be entitled to child's insurance
benefits on the basis of the wages and self-employment income of one
or more other insured individuals, such total of benefits shall not be
reduced to less than the smaller of: (A) the sum of the maximum
amounts of benefits payable on the basis of the wages and self -employ-
ment income of all such insured individuals, or (B) the last figure in
column V of the table appearing in section 215(a), or

(2) when two or more persons were entitled (without the applica-
tion of section 202(j) (1) an'd section 223(b)) to monthly benefits
under section 202 or 223 for (the 'month of February 1968] January
1970 on the 'basis of the wages 'an'd self-employment income of such
insured individual and at least one 8uch person was so entitled for
December1969 on the basis of such wages and self-employment income,
such total of 'benefits for [such month] January 1970 or any subsequent
month shall not be reduced to less than the larger of—

(A) the amount determined 'under this subsection without
regard to this paragrapb, or

(B) an amount equal to the sum of the amounts derived by mul-
tiplying the benefit amount determined under this title (including
this subsection, 'but without the application of section 222 (b), sec-
tion 202(q), and subsections (b), (c), and (d) of this section), as
in effect prior to [February 1968] January 1970, for each such
person for (February 1968] such month, by (113] 115 percent and
raising eac'h such increased amount, if it is not a multiple of $0.10,
to the next higher 'multiple of $0.10;

but in any such case (i) paragraph (1) of this subsection shall not
be applied, to such total of benefits after the application of subpara-
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graph (B), and (ii) if section 202(k) (2) (A) was applicable in the
case of any such benefits for (the month of February 1968] January
1970, and ceases to apply after such month, the provisions of sub-
paragraph (B) shall be applied, for and after the month in which
section 202(k.) (2) (A) ceases to apply, as though paragraph (1) had
not been applicable to such total of benefits for [February 1968]
January 1970, or

* * * * * * *

Computation of Primary Insurance Amount

Sec. 215. For the purposes of this title—
(a) Subject to the conditions specified in subsections (b), (c), and

(d) of this section, the primary insurance amount of an insured indi-
vidual shall be whichever of the following is the largest:

(1) The amount in column IV on the line on which in column
III of the following table appears his average monthly wage (as
determined under subsection (b))

(2) The amount in column IV on the line on which in column
II of the following table appears his primary insurance amount
(as determined under subsection (c));

(3) The amount in column IV on the line on which in column
I of the following table appears his primary insurance benefit
(as determined under subsection (d)) ; or

(4) In the case of an individual who was entitled to a disability
insurance benefit for the month before the month in which he
died, became entitled to old-age insurance benefits, or attained
age 65, the amount in column IV which is equal to the primary
insurance amount upon which such disability insurance benefit
is based.

TABLE FOB DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND
MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

I II III IV V

(Primary Insurance benefit under
1139 act, as modified)

(Primary
insurance
amount
under

1965 act)

(Average monthly wage)
(Primary
Insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family

benefits)

If an individual's primary insurance
benefit (as determined under
subset. (d)) is— Or his

primary
insurance

amount (as
determined

under

Or his average monthly
wage (as determined
under subsec. (b)) is— The amount

referred to
In the

proceeding
paragraphs

of this

And the
malmum
amount of

benefits
payable (as
provided In
sec. 203(a))
on the basisBut But

At not
least— more

subsec. (c))
is—

At not
least— more

subsection
shall be—

of his wages
and self-

than— than— employment
income

shall be—

$15. 60 $48 00 $74 $55.00 $82. 50
or less

$15.61 16. 20 49.00 $75 76 55.40 83. 10
$16.21 16.84 80.00 77 78 56.50 84.80
$16.85 1760 5100 79 80 57.70 86.60
$17.61 18.40 52.00 81 81 58.80 88.20
$18.41 19.24 53.00 82 83 59.90 89.90
$19.25 20.00 54.00 84 85 61.10 91.70
$20.01 20.64 55.00 86 87 62.20 93.30
$20.65 21.28 56.00 88 89 63.30 95.00
$21.29 21.88 57.00 90 90 64.50 96.80
$21.89 22.28 58.00 91 92 65.60 98.40



At
least—

Or his average monthly And the
wage (as determined maximum

Or his under subsec. (b)) Is— The amount amount of
primary referred to benefits

Insurance In the payable (as
amount (as proceeding provided in
determined paragraphs sec. 203(a))But under But of this on the basisnot subsec. (c)) not subsection of his wages

more is— more shall be— and self-than— than— employment
income

shall be—

$59.00 $93 $94 $66.70 $100.10
60.00 95 96 67.80 101.70
61.00 97 97 69.00 103.50
62.10 98 99 70.20 105.30
63.20 100 101 71.50 101.30
64.20 102 102 72.60 108.90
65.30 103 104 73.80 110.70
66.40 105 106 75. 10 112.70
67.50 107 107 76.30 114.50
68.50 108 109 77.50 116.30
69.60 110 113 78.70 118.10
70.70 114 118 79.90 119.90
71.70 119 122 81. 10 121.70
72.80 193 127 82.30 123.50
73.90 128 132 83.60 125.40
74.90 133 136 84.70 127.10
76.00 137 141 85.90 128.90
77. 10 142 146 87.20 130.80
78.20 147 160 88.40 132.60
79.20 151 155 89.50 134.30
80.30 156 160 90.80 136.20
81.40 161 164 92.00 138.00
82.40 165 169 93.20 139.80
85.50 170 174 94.40 141.60
84.60 175 178 95.60 143.40
85.60 179 183 96.80 146.40
86.70 184 188 98.00 150.40
.87.80 189 193 99.30 154.40
88.90 194 197 100.50 157.60
89.90 198 202 101.60 161.60
91.00 203 207 102.90 165.60
92. 10 208 211 104.10 168.80
93. 10 212 216 105.20 172.80
94.20 217 221 106.50 176.80
95.30 222 225 107.70 180.00
96.30 226 230 108.90 184.00
97.40 231 235 110.10 188.00
98.50 236 239 111.40 191.20
99.60 240 244 112.60 195.20

100.60 245 249 113.70 199.20
101.70 250 253 115.00 202.40
102.80 254 258 116.20 206.40
108.80 259 263 117.30 210.40
104.90 264 267 118.60 213.60
106.00 268 272 119.80 217. 60
107.00 273 277 121.00 221.60
108.10 278 281 122.20 224.80
109. 20 282 286 123.40 228.80
110.30 287 291 124.70 232.80
111.30 292 295 125.80 238.00
112.40 296 300 127.10 240.00
113.50 301 305 128.30 244.00
114. 50 306 309 129.40 247.20
115.60 310 314 130.70 251.20
116.70 315 319 131.90 255.20
117.70 320 323 133.00 258.40
118.80 324 328 134.30 282.40
119.90 329 333 135.50 266.40
121.00 334 337 136.80 269. 60
122.00 338 342 137.90 273.60
123. 10 343 347 139. 10 277.60
124.20 348 351 140.40 280.80
125.20 352 356 141.50 284.80
126.30 357 361 142.80 288.80
127.40 362 385 144.00 292.00
128. 40 366 370 145. 10 296.08
129. 50 371 375 146.40 300. (9)

14

MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued

I II III IV V

(Primary insurance benefit under
1939 act, as modified)

(Primary
insurance
amount
under

1965 act)

(Average monthly wage)
(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family

benefits)

If an individual's primary insurance
benefit (as determined under
subsec. (d)) Is—

At
least--

$22.69 23.08
$93.09 23.44
$23.45 23.76
$23.77 24.20
$24.21 24.60
$24.61 25.00
$25.01 25.48
$25.49 25.92
$25.93 26.40
$26.41 26.94
$26.95 27.46

28. 68
$28.69 29. 25
$29.26 29.68
$29.69 30.36
$30.37 30.92
$30.93 31.36
$31.37 32.00
$32.01 32.60
$32.61 33.20
$33.21 33.88
$33.89 34. 50
$34.51 35.90
$35.01 35.80
$35.81 36.40
$36.41 37.06
$37.09 37.60
$37.61 38.20
$38.21 39.12
$39.13 39.68
$39.69 40.33
$40.34 41.12
$41.13 41.76
$41.77 42.44
$42.45 43. 20
$43.21 43.76
$43.77 44.44
$44.45 44.88
$44.89 45.50
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TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE A MOUNT
MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued

I II III IV V

(Primary
(Primary insurance benefit under Insurance

1939 act, as modified) amount (Average monthly wage)
under

1965 act)

(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family

benefits)

If an individual's primary insurance Or his average monthly
benefit (as determined under wage (as determined
subsec. (d)) is— Or his under subsec. (b)) Is—

primary
insurance

amount (as
determined

But under But

The amount
referred to

in the
proceeding
paragraphs

of this

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
on the basis

At not subsec. (c)) At not
least— more is— least— more

subsection
shall be—

of his wages
and self-

than— than— employment
income

shall be—

$130.60 $376 $379
131.70 330 384
132.70 385 389

$147. 60
148. 90
150.00

$303.20
307. 20
311.20

133.00 390 393 151.20
134. 90 394 398 152. 50 318.40
135.90 399 403
137.00 404 407
138.00 408 412

153.60
154.90
156.00

322.
325. 60
329.60

139.00 413 417
140.00 418 421
141. 00 422 426
142.00 427 431

157. 10
158. 20
159.40
160.50

333.60
336. 80
340. 80
344.80

143.00 432 436 161.60
144. 00 437 440 162.60
145. 00 441 445 163.90
146. (Xl 446 450 165.00

00147.00 451 454 166.20 356.
148.00 455 459 167.30
149. 00 460 464 168.40 360.00
150. 00 465 468 169. 50 361.60
151. 00 469 473 170. 70 363.60
152. 00 474 478 171. 80 365.
153.00 479 482 172.90 367. 20
154.00 483 487 174. 10
155.00 483 492 175.20
156.00 493 496 176.30
157. 00 497 501 177. 50
158.00 502 506 178.60
159.00 507 510 179.70

40160.00 511 515 180.80 380.
161.00 516 520 182.00 382.40
162.00 521 524 183. 10
163.00 525 529 184. 20 386.
164.00 530 534 185.40 388.00
165. 00 535 538 186. 50 389.60
166.00 539 543 187.60

393.60167.00 544 548 188.80
168. 00 549 553 189.90 395.

554 556 191.00 80
557 560 192.00
561 563 193.00 399. 60
564 567 194.00

402.40568 570 195.00
404. 00571 574 196.00

575 577 197.00
406. 80578 581 198.00

582 584 199.00
409.60585 588 200.00

589 591 201.00
412.40592 595 202.00
413.596 598 203.00

599 602 204.00
416.40603 605 205.00

606 609 206.00
610 612 207.00 419.20
613 616 208.00 420.80

422.40617 620
621 623 210.00
624 627 211.00
628 630 212.00 426.40
631 634 213.00 428.00
635 637 214.00 429. 20
638 641 215.00 430.
642 644 216.00
645 648 217.00
649 650 218. 00



TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM
FAMILY BENEFITS

I II III IV V

(Primary
(Primary ln8urance benefit under insurance (Primary (Maximum

1939 act, as modified) amount (Average monthly wage) inourance family
under amount) benefits)

1967 act)

If an individual'8 primary insurance
benefit (as determined under subsec.
(d)) is— Or his

primary
Insurance

amount (as
determined

under

Or his
wage
under

average monthly
(as determined

subsec. (b)) is—

Rut

The amount
referred to

In the
preceding

paragraphs
of this

And the
maximun
amount of

benefits
payable (as

provided in
sec. P1)3(o))
on Me basIsBut

At not
least— more

subsec. (c))
is—

At
least—

not
more

subsection
shall be—

of his wages
and self-

than— than— employment
income

shall be—

885.40 $76 $64.1)) $96.00
or less

$16.21 16.84 56.50 $77 78 85.00 96.50
$16.85 17.60 57.70 79 80 66.40 99.60
$17.61 18.40 58.80 81 81 67.70 101.60
$18.41 19.24 59.90 82 88 68.90 108.40
$19.25 20.00 81.10 84 85 70.80 105.50
$20.01 20.64 62.20 86 87 71.60 107.40
$20.65 21.28 63.80 88 89 72.80 109.20
$21.29 21.88 64.50 90 90 74.20 111.80
$21.89 22.28 65.60 91 92 75.50 113.30
$22.29 82.68 66.70 93 94 76.80 115.20
$2249 28.08 67.80 95 06 78.1)') 117.00
$23.09 28.44 69.00 97 97 79.40 119.10
$23.45 28.76 70.20 98 99 80.80 121.20
$23.77 24.20 71.50 100 101 82.80 123.50
$24.21 24.60 72.60 102 102 88.50 125.30
$24.61 25.00 78.80 108 104 84.90 127.40
$25.01 25.48 75.10 105 ICbS 86.40 129.60
$25.49 25.92 76.80 107 107 87.80 181.70
$25.93 26.40 77:50 108 109 89.20 188.80
$26.41 26.94 78.70 110 118 90.60 135.90
$26.95 27.46 79.90 114 118 91.90 187.00
$27.47 28.00 81.10 119 122 93.80 140.00
$28.01 28.68 82.30 123 127 94.70 142.10
$28.69 29.25 83.60 128 132 96.20 144.80
$29.26 29.68 84.70 133 136 97.50 146.30
$29.69 30.86 85.90 137 141 98.80 148.25)
$30.87 30.92 87.20 142 146 100.30 150.50
$30.93 31.36 88.40 147 150 101.70 152.60
$31.87 32.1%) 89.50 151 155 108.00 154.5!)
$32.01 32.60 90.80 156 160 104.50 156:80
$82.61 83.20 92.00 161 164 105.80 158.70
$83.21 33.88 93.80 165 169 107,20 160.80
$83.89 34.50 94.40 170 174 108.60 162.00
$34.51 85.00 95,60 175 178 110.00 165.00
$35.01 35.80 96.80 179 183 111.40 167.10
$85.81 36.40 98.00 184 188 112.70 169.10
$36.41 37.08 99.30 189 193 114.20 171.30
$37.09 37.60 100.50 194 197 115.60 173.40
$87.61 38.20 101.60 198 208 116.90 175.40
$38.81 39.12 102.00 203 207 118.40 177.60
$39.18 39.68 104.10 208 211 119.80 179.70
$39.69 40.33 105.20 212 216 121.00 181.50
$40.34 41.12 106.50 817 221 122.80 188.80
$41.13 41.76 107.70 222 225 123.90 185.90
$41.77 42,44 108.90 226 230 125.30 188.00
$42.45 43.20 110.10 28! 235 126.70 100.10
$48.2! 48.76 111.40 236 239 128.25) 192.30
$48.77 44.44 112.60 240 244 129.50 195.20
$44.45 44.88 113.70 245 249 130.80 199.80
$44.89 46.60 115.00 250 858 132.30 302.40

116. 80 254 258 133. 70 206.40
117.30 289 263 134.90 810.40
118.60 264 267 136.40 213.60
119.80 268 272 187.80 217.60
121.00 278 277 189.2!) 221.60
122.20 278 281 140.60 224.80
123.40 282 286 142.00 228.20
124.70. 287 291 143.50 282.80
125.80 292 295 144.70 236.00
127.10 298 300 146.20 240.00

- 128.20 301 805 /47.60 244.00
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TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM
FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued

I II III IV V

(Primary insurance benefit under
1989 act, as modified)

(Primary
insurance
amount
under

(Average monthly wage)
(Primary
Insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family

benefits)
1967 act)

If an individual's primary insurance
benefit (as determined under sub8ec.

Or hi8 average monthly
wage (a determined

And the
maximun

(d)) is— Or his
primary

Insurance

under subsec. (b)) is— The amount
referred to

in the

amount of
benefits

payable (as

But

amount (as
determined

under But

preceding
paragraphs

of this

provided in
sec. 203(a))
on the baols

At not
lea8t— more

than—

suboec. (c))
lv—

At not
lea8t— more

than—

oubsection
shall be—

of his wages
and self-

employment
income

8hall be—

$129.40 $306 $809 $148.90 $247.20
180.70 310 814 150.40 281.20
131.90 815 319 151.70 255.20
138.00 320 823 153.00 858.40
134.30 324 828 154.50 262.40
185.50 329 888 155.90 266.40
136.80 834 387 157.40 269.60
187.90 388 342 158.60 278.60
189.10 843 $47 160.00 277.60
740.40 $48 351 161.50 280.80
141.50 852 356 162.80 284.80
142.80 357 $61 164.30 288.80
144.00 362 365 165.60 292.00
145.10 866 870 166.90 296.90
146. 40 871 375 168.40 800.00
147.60 376 879 169.80 308.20
148.90 380 $84 171.30 307.20
150.00 885 389 172.50 311.20
151.20 390 393 173.90 314.40
152.50 394 398 175.40 318.40
158.60 899 403 176.70 322.40
154.90 404 407 178.20 825.60
156.00 408 412 179.40 329.60
157.10 418 417 180.70 833.60
158.20 418 421 182.00 336.80
159.40 422 426 183.40 340.80
160.50 427 431 184.60 344.80
161.60 432 486 185.90 348.80
162.80 437 440 127.30 350.40
168.90 44! 445 188.50 352.40
165.00 446 450 189.80 354.40
166.20 451 454 191.20 356.00
167.30 455 459 192.40 858.00
168.40 460 464 193.70 860.00
169.50 465 468 195.00 361.60
170.70 469 473 196.40 363.60
171.80 474 478 197.60 365.60
172.90 479 482 198.90 367.20
174.10 483 487 200.30 369.20
175.20 488 492 201.50 871.20
176.30 493 496 202.80 372.80
177.50 497 501 204.20 374. 80
178.60 502 506 205.40 376.80
179.70 507 510 206.70 878.40
180.80 511 515 208.00 380.40
182.00 516 520 209.30 $82.40
183.10 521 524 210.60 384.00
184.20 525 529 211.90 386.00
185.40 530 534 213.30 388.00
186.50 535 538 214.50 389.60
187.60 539 543 215.80 391.60
188.80 544 548 217.20 393.60
189.90 549 553 218.40 395.60
191.00 554 556 219.70 396.80
192.00 557 560 220.80 398.40
198.00 561 563 222.00 399.60
194.00 564 867 223.10 401.20
195.00 568 570 224.80 402.40
196.00 571 574 225. 40 404.00
197.00 575 577 226.60 405.20
198.00 578 581 227.70 406.80
199.00 582 584 228.90 408.00
200.00 .586 5$3 280.00 400. 6Q
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TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM
FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued

I II III IV V

(Primary insurance benefit under
1939 act, as modified)

(Primary
Insurance
amount
under

1967 act)

(Average monthly wage)
(Primary
Insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family

benefits)

If an individual's primary in8urance
benefit (as determined under subsec.
(d)) Is— Or his

primary
Insurance

amount (as
determined

under
aubsec. (c))

Is—

Or his average monthly
wage (as determined
under 8ubsec. (b)) Is—

But
At not

least— more

The amount
referred to

In the
preceding

paragraphs
of this

subsection
ihall be—

And the
maximun
amount of

benefits
payable (as
provided In
sec. 203(a))
on the basis
of his wages

and self-

But
At not

least— more
than— than— employment

income
shall be—

$201.00
202.00
203.00
204(X)
205.00
206.00
207.00
208.00
209.00
210.00
211.00
212.00
218.00
214.00
216.00
216.00
217.00
218.00

$589 $891
592 595
596 598
599 602
608 805
806 609
610 612
613 616
617 620
621 623
624 627
628 630
681 884
685 687
638 641
642 644
645 648
649 650

$281.20
232.80
238.50
234.60
285.80
286.90
288.10
289.20
240. 40
241.50
242.70
243.80
245.90
246.10
247.50
248.40
249.60
250.70

$410.80
412.40
418.60
415.20
416.40
418.00
419.20
420.80
422.40
428.80
425.20
426.40
428.00
429.10
430.80
432.00
483.60
484.40

Average Monthly Wage
(b)(1) * * *
(4) The provisions of this subsection shall be applicable only in the

case of an individual—
(A) who becomes entitled, after (January 1968] December

1969 to benefits under section 202(a) or section 223; or
(B) who dies after (January 1968] December 1969 without

being entitled to benefits under section 202(a) or section 223; or
(C) whose primary insurance amount is required to be recom-

puted under subsection (f) (2).

Primary Insurance Amount Under (1965] 1967 Act

(c) (1) For the purposes of column II of the table appearing in
subsection (a) of this section, an individual's primary insurance
amount shall be computed on the basis of the law in effect prior to
the enactment of the Social Security Amendments of (1967] 1969.

(2) The provisions of this subsection shall be applicable only in
the case of an individual who became entitled to benefits under section
202(a) or section 223 before [the 'month of February 1968] January
1970, or who died before such month.

* * * * * * *
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Transitional Insured Status

Sec. 227. (a) In the case of any individual who attains the age of
72 before 1969 but who does not meet the requirements of section
214(a), the 6 quarters of coverage referred to in so much of paragraph
(1) of section 214(a) as follows clause (C) shall, instead, be 3 quarters
of coverage for purposes of determining entitlement of such individual
to benefits under section 202(a), and of his wife to benefits under
section 202(b), but, in the case of such wife, only if she attains the
age of 72 before 1969 and only with respect to wife's insurance bene-
fits under section 202(b) for and after the month in which she attains
such age. For each month before the month in which any such indi-
vidual meets the requirements of section 214 (a), the amount of his
old-age insurance benefit shall, notwithstanding the provisions o
section 202(a), be ($40] $46, and the amount of the wife's insurance
benefit of 'his wife shall, notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 202(b), be [$20] $3.

b) In the case of any individual who has died, who does not meet
the requirements of section 214(a), and whose widow attains age 72
before 1969, the '6 quarters of coverage referred to in paragraph (3)
of section 214(a) and in so much of paragraph (1) thereof as follows
clause (C) shall, for purposes of determining her entitlement to wid-
ow's insurance benefits under section 202(e), instead be—

(1) 3 quarters of coverage if such widow attains the age of 72
in or before 1966,

(2) 4 quarters of coverage if such widow attains the age of 12
in 1967, or

(3) 5 quarters of coverage if such widow attains the age of 72
in 1968.

The amount of her widow's insurance 'benefit for each month shall,
notwithstanding the provisions of section 202(e) (and section 202
('m) ), be ($40] $46.

* * * * * * *

Benefits at Age 72 for Certain Uninsured Individuals

Eligibility
'Sec. 228. (a) * * *

Benefit Amount

(b) (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), the benefit amount to
which an individual is entitled under this section for any month shall
be ($40.] $46.

(2) If both husband and wife are entitled (or upon application
would be entitled) to 'benefits under this section for any month, the
amount of the husband's 'benefit for such month shall 'be ($40] $46 and
the amount of the wife's benefit for such month shall be ($20.] $23.

Reduction for Governmental Pension System Benefits

(c) (1) The benefit amount of any individual under this section for
any month shall be reduced (but not below zero) by the amount of any
periodic benefit under a governmental pension system for which he
is eligible for such month.



20

(2) In the case of a hisband and wife ónIyne of whom is entitled
to benefits under this section for any month, th&benefit amount, after
any reduction under paragraph (1), shall be further reduced (but not
below zero) by the excess (if any) of (A) the total amount of any peri-
odic benefits under governmental pension systems for which the spouse
who is not entitled to benefits under this section is eligible for such
month, over (B) ($20] $S.

(3) In the case of a husband and wife both of whom are entitled
to benefits under this section for any month—

(A) the benefit amount of the wife, after any reduction under
paragraph (I), shall be further reduced (but not below zero) by
the excess (if any) of (i) the total amount of any periodic benefits
under governmental pension systems for which the husband is
eligible for such month, over (ii) ($40] $46, and

(B) the benefit amount of the husband after any reduction
under paragraph (1), shall be further reduced (but not below
zero) by the excess (if any) of (1) the total amount of any periodic
benefits under governmental pension systems for which the wife
is eligible for such month, over (ii) ($20] $3.
* * * * * * *



SEPARATE VIEWS OF JACOB H. GILBERT

The 15-percent increase in social security benefits, effective January 1,
1970, recommended by the House Ways and Means Committee, will
compensate social security beneficiaries for the rapidly rising living
costs that have seriously eroded their benefits. Simple justice requires
that our social security beneficiaries receive an immediate increase in
benefits in order to maintain the buying power of their benefits in these
times of rapid inflation.

Separating an immediate increase from other social security legisla-
tion will permit the fastest possible relief to social security beneficiaries
beset by rapidly rising living costs. This approach also will allow the
committee the time necessary to give maj or social security reform the
comprehensive review such complex proposals require without penaliz-
ing social security beneficiaries by delay. The benefit increase should be
looked on as stopgap legislation to allow time for development of a
fuller program.

My bill, H.R. 14430, which is pending before the committee, would
provide additional benefit increases, a two-step increase in the mini-
mum benefit to $120 a month by January 1, 1972, and would abolish
the premium for medicare part B—now $4 'monthly—and make other
much needed improvements in the social security and medicare pro-
grams. 'I am sure that in the coming 'months the committee will con-
sider the proposals under my bill, H.R. 14430, and other pending social
security legislation.

JACOB H. GILBERT.
(21)

0
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[Report No. 91-700J

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

DECEMBER 4, 196

Mr. MILLS (for himself and Mr. Bis of Wisconsin) introduced the fol-
lowing bill; which was referred to the Committee on Ways and Means

DECEMBER 5, 1969

Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the Union
and ordered th be printed

A BILL
To amend the Social Security Act to prvide a 15-percent

across-the-board increase in benefits under the old-age, sur-

vivors, and disability insurance program.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tiva9 of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

That this Act may be cited as the "Social Security Amend-

ments of 1969".

INOEASE IN OLD-AGE, SUKVIVORS, AND DISABILITY

I1&ERANCE BENEFITS

Sxj. 2. (a) Section 215 (a) of the Social Security Act

is &nended by striking out the table and inserting in lieu

thereof the following:

I—0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
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"TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND
MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

"1

(Primary Insurance benefit under
1939 Act, as modified)

II

L'S
amount
under

1967 Act)

III

(Average monthly wage)

IV

(Primary
Insurance
amount)

V

(Maximum
m1ly

benefits)

If an Individual's primary Insurance
benefit (as determined under subsec.
(d)) Is— Or

Or his average monthly
wage (as determined. primary
under subsec. (b)) Is— The amount

referred to
Insurance In the

But

amount (as
determined

preceding
paragraphs

At
least—

not
more

than—

under
subeec. (c))

Is—
At

least—

But
not

more
than—

of this
subsection
shall be—

And the
maximum
amount of
benefits

payable (as
provided In
se B(a))
on the basis
of his wages

and Bell.
employment

Inoome
shall be—

$16.21
16.85
17.61
18.41
19.25
20.01
2165
27.29
2189
8129
2109
23.09
23.45
23.77
24.21
24.61
25.01
2149
2193
26.41
26.95
27.47
2101
2169
29.26
2139
30.37
30.93
31.37
32.01
33.61
35.21
33.89
34.51
35.01
35.81
3141
37.09
37.61
2121
39.13
39.69
40.34
41. 13
41.77
4145
43.21
43.77
44.45
44.89

$1120

16.84
17.60
16.40
19.24
20.00
20.64
2128
2188
8128
2108
8196
2144
23.76
24.20
24.60
2100
2148
292
2140
2194
27.46
2100
2109
29.25
29.08
80.86
30.92
3136
32.00
32.00
33.20
83.36
34.50
3100
35.80
86.40
37.08
37.60
2120
39.12
39.09
40.83
4112
41.76
4144
43.20
48.76
44.44
44-36
45.60

$64.00 $9100

05.00 97.50
6140 99.60
57.70 101.60
6190 108.40
70.80 105.00
7160 107.40
72.80 109.20
74.20 11180
75.50 113.80
7180 11120
78.00 117.00
79.40 119.10
80.80 12120
82.80 12150
83.50 126.30
84.90 127.40
86.40 129.60
87.80 13170
89.20 183.80
90.00 188.90
91.90 137.90
9180 140.00
94.70 142.10
96.20 144.80
97.50 146.30
9180 148.20

100.80 150.50
101.70 152.60
19100 154.60
104.50 156.80
10180 15170
107.20 160.80
104.60 162.90
110.00 165.00
11140 167.10
112.70 169.10
115.20 17130
115.60 173.40
11190 175.40
113.40 177.60
119.80 17970
12100 19150
12150 183.80
123.90 18190
125.80 184.00
12170 190.10
128.20 192.80
129.50 19120
130.80 199.20
132.30 202.40
133.70 206.40
134.90 210.40
13140 213.60
137.80 217.00
139.20 22160
140.60 224.80
142.00 224.80
143.50 252.80
144.70 236.00
146.20 240.00
147.00 244.00
145.90 247.20
150.40 251.20
151.70 255.20
158.00 255.40
154.50 262.40
156.90 26140
157.40 269.00
155.60 278.60
100.00 277.00
161.50 280.80
162.80 284.80
184,30 80
166.60 292.00
16190 29100

$6140
or less

5150
37.70
58.80
59.90
6110
62.20
63.80
64.50
6160
6170
67.80
09.00
70.20
7150
7160
73.80
7110
7130
77.50
78.70
79.90
8110
82.80
88.60
84.70
85.90
87.20
2140
8160
9130
9100
93.20
94.40
95.60
91*)
94.00
99*)

100.50
10100
19190
104.10
106.20
10150
107.70
108.90
110. 10
11140
11160
113.70
115.00
11120
117.30
116.00
119.80
121.00
122.20
123.40
124.70
125.80
127.10
128.30
129.40
12170
131.90
133.00
134.30
136.50
136.80
187.90
139. 10
140.40
141.50
14180
144.00
145. 10

$77
79
81
82
84
86
83
90
91
93
95
97
96

100
102
103
105
107
108
110
114
119
123
125
133
137
142
147
151
156
161
165
170
175
179
184
189
194
198

208
212
217
812

231
286
240
245
250
254
259
264
208
273
278
282
287
292
296
801
306
310
315
320
324
329
834
388
343
348
352
857362
866

$76

78
80
81
83
85
87
89
90
92
94
96
97
99

101
102
104
106
107
109
113
118
172
127
132
136
141
146
160
155
160
164
169
174
178
183
188
193
197
299
207
211
216
291
225
280
235
239
244
249
253
258
203
267
272
277
281
286
291
295

305
809
814
819
328
326
333
387
342
847
351
856
361
365
870



1 (b) Section 203 (a) of such Act is amended by strikhg

2 out paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

3

&BL JOE DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND
MAXIMUM PAMILY BENEFITS—ContInued

'1

;l*.Ad,.euiodlfled)

II=
smmt

1867.Aot)

'III

(Avereg. ntouthly wig.)

ii nu bidtvithiil!a dy Inanrance

V

(Maximum
family

benedie)

Or le avereg, monthly
wige (se determined
underaublse. (b)) Ii—Or 'his

mnount(se

under
unbeec.(C))

is-
But
not

mere
than-

At1t—

The amount
referred to

In the
preceding

subsection
ebsil be-

But
not

more
than-

And the
maximum
amount of
benefits

payable (se
provided In.
eec. 303(a))
on the beets
of his

and
employment

Income
thali be-

$140.40
147.60
:148.90
950.00
15120
"18150
153.60
154.90
950.00
157.10
156.20
150.40
'160.50
161.60
182.80
168.90
16100
16120
167.30
16140
1.50.50
170.70
'171.80
.172.90
174.10
'178.20
170.30
17780

178.50
:179.70
180.80
182.00
183.10
'184.2)
1.88.40
180.50
187.00
160.80
188.90
191.00
192.10
193.00
194.00
195.00
190.00
19100
49100
199.00
'200.00
30100
'202.00
.29100
2)4.00
205.00

237.00
'29100
.291.50
'180.00
211.00
.212.00
21300
.214.00
219.00
315.00
217.'00
218.00

$371
'876

395
390
894
399
404
408
'418
418
419
427
482
437
441
'446
'461
455
400
'406
480
474
479
483
488
.493
'497
502
507
511
'616
.521
525
"539
585
.589
544
549
554
667
561
504
508
671
576
678
582
585
589
592
596
599
'603

610
613
617
'621
628
680
681
686

642
645
.549

1375
379

$168.40
169.80

$300.00
30120

384 17130 307.20
389 172.50
393 173.90 814.40
.398 175.40 318.40
400 '174.70
421 170.20 32160
412 179.40 329.60
'417 180.70 333.60
421 182.00 330.80
426 18140
431 .134.60
486 18190
440 187.30
445 18150
460 189.80
464 49120 356.00
459 192.40 35100
484 193.70 360.00
468 19100
473 196.40 303.60
478 497.80 36160
482 198.90
487 . 200.80
492 .201.50
496 202.80 372.80
301
306 .2)5.40
510 200.70
515 208.00
'52) , .2)8.30 382.40
'524 210.60
529 211.90
584 213.80 88100
538 214.50 389.60
543 215.60 391.60
848 '217.20 393.40
558
'556 219.70 396.80
560 '281.80
063 moo
567 mio
570 234.30
.574 225.40 404.00
577

400.80581
584 '.90 400.00

400.60536 .

101 80110 410.80
412.40596

'598 338.00 . 41160
'602 339.60 411.20
005 .23130
609 236.90 418.00
'612 . 90
.616 .2)
.620 .240.40
623 '241.50
627 242.70
530 243.10

429.00634 :248.00
4202)887 240.10

Ml 947.10
644 24110 48100
648 249.60 40160

434.40"..650 .250.70



4

1 "(2) when, two or more persons were entitled

2 (without the application of section 202 (j) (1) and sec-

3 tion 223 (b)) to monthly benefits under section 202 or

4 223 for January 1970 on the basis of the wages and

5 self-employment income of such insured individua' and

6 at least one such person was so entitled for December

7 1969 on the basis of such wages and self-employment

8 income, such total of benefits for January 1970 or any

9 subsequent month shall not be reduced to less than the

10 larger of—

11 "(A) the amount determined under this sub-

12 section without regard to this paragraph, or

13 "(B) an amount equal to the sum of the

14 amounts derived by multiplying the benefit amount

15 determined under this title (including this subsec-

16 tion, but without the application of section 222 (b),

17 section 202 (q), and subsections (b), (c), and (d)

18 of this section), as in effect prior to January 1970,

19 for each such person for such month, by 115 percent

20 and raising each such increased amount, if it is not a

21 multiple of $0.10, to •the next higher multiple of
• 22 $0.10;

23 but in any such case (i) paragraph (1) of this sub-

section shall n9t be applied to such total of benefits after

the application of subparagraph (B), and (ii) if sec-



5

1 tion 202 (k) (2) (A) was applicable in the ease of any

2 such benefits for January 1910, and ceases to apply

3 after such month, the provisions of subparagraph (B)

4 shall be applied, for and after the month in which section

5 202 (k) (2) (A) ceases to apply, as though paragraph

6 (1) had not been applicable to such total of benefits for

7 January 1970, or".

8 (c) Section 215 (b) (4) of such Act is amended by

9 striking out "January 1968" each time it appears and insert-

10 tug in lieu thereof "December 1969".

ii (d) Section 215 (c) of such Act is amended to read

12 as follows:

13 "Primary Insurance Amount Under 1967 Act

14 "(c) (1) For the purposes of column II of the table

15 appearing in subsection (a) of this section, an individual's

16 primary insurance amount shall be computed on the basis

17 of the law in effect prior to the enactment of the Social

18 Security Amendments of 1969.

19 "(2) The provisions of this subsection shall be appli-

20 cable only in the case of an individual who became entitled

21 to benefits under section 202 (a) or section 223 before Jan-

22 nary 1970, or who died before such mouth."

23 (e) The amendments made by this section shall apply

24 with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the Social



1 Security Act for months alter December I969 and with re-

2 spect to lump-sum death payments under such title in the

3 case of deaths occurring after: December 1969.

4 (fl If an individual was: entitled to a disability hisur-

5 ance benefit. under- section 23: of tbe Social Security Act for

6 December 1969 and became entitled to old-age insurance

7 benefits under section 2'02 (a.) of such Act for January 1970,

8 or he. died in such. month, then, for purposes of section 215

9 (a) (4) of the Social Security Act (if applicable'), the

10 amount in column. IV of the table appearing in such section

11 215(a) for such individual shall be the amount in, such

12. column on the line on which in column II appears his pri-

13 mary insurance amount' (as determined under section 215

14. (a) of' such Act) instead of the amount in column IV equal

15 to the primary insurance amount on which his disability

16 insurance benefit is based.

17 INCREASE IN BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS AGE 72

18 AND OVER

19 SEC. 3. (a) (1) Section 227 (a) of the Social Security

20 Act is amended by striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu

21 thereof "$46," and by striking out "$20" and inserting in

22 lieu thereof "$23"..

23 (2). Section 227 (b) of such Act is amended by striking

24 out hi the second sentence "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof

25 "$46"
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1 (b) (1) Section 228 (b) (.1) of such Act is amended

2 by striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$46".

(2) Section 228 (b) (2) of such Act is amended by

4 striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$46", and

by striking out "$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$23".

6 (3) Section 228 (c) (2) of such Act is amended by

7 striking out "$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$23".

8 (4) Section 228 (c) (3) (A) of such Act is amended

9 by striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$46".

10 (5) Section 228 (c) (3) (B). of such Act is amended

ii by striking out "$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$23".

12 (c) The amendments made by subsections (a) and (b)

13 shall apply with respect to monthly benefits under title

14 II of the Social Security Act for months after December

15 1969.

16 MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF A WIFE'S OR HUSI3AND'S

17 INSURANCE BENEFITS

18 SEC. 4. (a) Section 202 (b) (2) of the Social Security

19 Act is amended to read as follows:

20 "(2) Except as provided in subsection (q), such wife's

21 insurance benefit for each month shall be equal to one-half

22 of the primary insurance amount of her husband (or, in the

23 case of a divorced wife, her former husband) for such

24 month."



8

1 (b) Section 202 (c) (3) of such Act is amended to

2 read as follows:

3 "(3) Except as provided in subsection (q), such hus-

4 band's insurance benefit for each month shall be equal to

5 one-half of the primary insurance amount of his wife for

6 such month."

7 (c) Sections 202 (e) (4) and '202 (f) (5) of such Act

8 are eath amended by striking out "whichever of the follow-

9 ing is the smaller: (A) one-half of the primary insurance

10 amount of the deceased individual on whose wages and

11 self-employment income such benefit is based, or (B)

12 $105" and inserting in lieu thereof "one-half of the primary

13 insurance amount of the deceased individual on whose

14 wages and self-employment income such benefit is based".

15 (d) The amendments made by subsections (a), (b),

16 and (c) shall apply with respect to monthly benefits under

17 title II of the Social Security Act for months after Decem-

18 ber 1969.

19 ALLOOATION TO DISABILITY INSURANCE TRUST FUND

20 SEc. 5. (a) Section 201 (b) (1) of the Social Security

21 Act is amended by—

22 (1) striking out "and" at the end of clause (B);
23 (2) striking out "1967, and so reported," and

inserting in lieu thereof the following: "1967, and before



9

1 January 1, 1970, and so reported, and (D) 1.10 per

2 centurn of the wages (as so defined) paid after Decem-

3 her 31, 1969, and so reported,".

4 (b) Section 201 (b) (2) of such Act is amended by—

5 (1) striking out "and" at the end of clause (B);

6 (2) striking out "1967," and inserting in lieu

VT thereof the following: "1967, and before January 1,

8 1970, and (D) 0.825 of 1 per centum of the amount

9 of self-employment income (as so defined) so reported

10 for any taxable year beginning after December 31,

11 1909,".
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SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

Number 98 December 5, 1969

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1969

To Administrative, Supervisory,
and Technical Employees

The Committee on Ways and Means has unanimously ordered reported
to the House of Representatives a bill--H. R. 15095--providing a
15-percent increase in social security benefits, effective for January
1970. The bill would make no other changes in the program. Because
of the favorable long-range financial situation of the OASDI program as
a whole, no changes in the contribution rates or contribution and benefit
base are required to finance the 15-percent benefit increase.

Early in the next session of the Congress, the Committee on Ways and
Means is expected to consider other social security, Medicare, and
welfare changes, including any adjustments in the financing of social
security that may be required by reason of such other changes.

Because of the time required to make the conversion to the higher
benefit amounts, the first check that would reflect the 15-percent
increase would be the April 3 check; a separate check covering the
retroactive increase would be paid toward the end of April.

H. R. 15095 was introduced yesterday by Wilbur D. Mills, Chairman
of the Committee, and John W. Byrnes, the ranking minority member
of the Committee. Chairman Mills was quoted as saying that he
expects the House to pass the bill next week. The Senate today passed
an amendment to the tax reform bill which provides for the same
15-percent benefit increase as does the House bill but also would
raise the minimum benefit to $100 and the contribution and benefit
base to $12,000.

Robert M. Ball
Commissioner



December 1, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1285
SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS

OF 1969
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move to

suspend the rules and pass the bill (HR.
15095) to amend the Social Security Act
to provide a 15-percent across-the-board
increase in benefits under the old-age,
survivors, and disability Insurance pro-
gram.

The Clerk read as follows:
HR. 15095

Re it enacted by tke Senate and house
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the "Social Security
Amendments of 1969".

INCREASE IN OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND
DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS

SEC. 2. (a) Section 215(a) of the Social
Security Act Is a.mended by striking out the
table and inserting in lieu thereof the 80]-
lowing:

'TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

$16.20 955,40
or less

916.21.... 16.84 56,50
$l6.85._ 17.60 57.709l7.6l, 18.40 58,00
918.4i,.... 19.24 59.90
$1525.... 20.00 61.10
$20.01. . . - 20. 64 62. 20
$2865...... 21.28 63.30
$21.29.... 21.88 64.50
521.09,,... 22.28 65.60
$22.29.... 22.68 66.70
$22.69._ - - 23.00 67.80
92399..... 23.44 69.00
$2341.... 23. 76 70. 20
$23.77. 24.20 71,50
924.21..... 24.60 72,60
$24.61...., 25.00 73.00
$25.01.. 25.48 75.10
125,49, -. - 25.92 76.30
925.93, - - - 26.40 77.50
026.4!.... 26.94 78.70
$2895. 27.46 79.90
$27.47.. 28.00 81.10
$28.0l.. 28. 68 82. 30
822.69.. -. 29. 25 83. 60
929,26,,,.. 29.68 84,70
$29.69.... - 30.36 85.90
$30.37...,.. 30.92 87.20
530.93..... 31.36 88,40
131.37.. 32.00 89.50
$32.01,... 32.60 90.80
$32.61.... 33.20 92.00
$33. 21..... 33. 88 93. 20
$3389.... 34.50 94.40
934,51..... 35.00 95.60
935. 01 . . . - 35. 80 96. 80
$35.8L. 36.40 98.00
936.41..... 32.08 99.30
$37.00 37.60 100.50
937.61..... 38.20 101.60
938.21.... 39.12 102.90
$39.l3.. 39.68 104.10
039.69.... 40.33 105.20
$4fl.34..__ 41.12 106.50
541.13.... 41.76 107.70
841.77.... 42.44 108.90
042.45.... 43.20 110.10
$43.21.... 43.76 111.40
943.77.... 44.44 112.60
944, 45... 4.4.88 133.70
944.89.... 45.60 115.00

116.20
117.30

976 $64.00 $90.00

977 78 65.00 97.50
79 80 66.40 99.60
81 81 67.70 101.60
02 03 68.90 103.40
84 85 70.30 105.50
86 87 71.60 107.40
88 89 72.90 109.20
90 90 74.20 111.30
91 92 75.50 113.30
93 94 76.80 115.26
95 96 78.00 117.00
97 97 79.40 119.10
98 99 80.80 121.20

100 101 82.30 123.50
102 102 83.50 125.30
103 104 84,90 127.40
105 106 86.40 129.60
107 107 87.80 131.70
108 109 89.20 133.80
110 113 90.60 135.90
114 118 91.90 137.90
119 122 93.30 140,00
123 127 94.70 142.10
128 132 96.20 144.30
133 136 97. 50 146. 30
137 141 98.80 148.20
142 146 100.30 150.50
147 150 101.70 152.60
151 155 103.00 154.50
156 160 104.50 156.80
161 164 105.80 158.70
165 169 107.20 160.80
170 174 108.60 162.90
175 178 110,00 165.00
179 183 111.40 167.10
184 188 112,70 169.10
189 193 114,20 171.30
194 197 115,60 173,40
198 202 116.90 175,40
203 207 118.40 177.60
208 211 119.80 179,70
212 216 121.00 181.50
217 221 122,50 183.80
222 225 123.90 185. 90
226 230 125. 30 188. 00
231 235 126.70 190,10
236 239 128.20 192.30
240 244 129. 50 195. 20
245 249 130.80 199.20
250 253 132.30 202.40
254 258 133.70 206.40
259 263 134.90 210.40

9118.60
119.80
121.00
122.20
123. 40
124.70
125.80
127. 10
128. 30
129.40
130.70
131.90
133.00
134.30
135.50
136.80
137.90
139.10
140.40
141.50
142. 80
144.00
145.10
146.40
147.60
140.90
150.00
151.20
152.50
153. 60
154. 90
156. 00
157. 10
158.20
159.40
160. 59
161.60
162. 80
163. 90
165. 00
166. 20
167. 30
168. 40
169. 50
170. 70
171. 80
172. 90
174. 10
175.20
176. 30
177. 50
178.60
179, 70
180. 80

$267 $136.40 $213.60
272 137.80 217.60
277 139.20 221,60
201 140.60 224.80
286 142.00 220.00
291 143.50 232.00
295 144.70 236.00
300 146.20 240.00
305 147.60 244.00
309 148. 90 247. 20
314 150.40 251.20
319 151.70 255.20
323 153.00 258.40
328 154.50 262.40
333 155,90 266.40
337 157.40 269,60
342 158. 60 273. 60
347 160.00 277.60
351 161.50 280.00
358 182.80 284.80
361 164.30 288.80
365 165.60 292.00
370 166.90 296,00
375 168.40 300.00
379 169.80 303.20
384 171.30 307.20
389 173.50 311.20
393 173.90 314.40
398 175,40 318,40
403 176.70 322.40
407 178. 20 325.60
412 179.40 329.60
417 180.70 333.60
421 183,00 336,80
426 183.40 340,80
431 184,00 344.80
436 185.90 348.80
440 187,30 350,40
445 188. 50 352.40
450 189, 80 354.40
454 191.20 356. 00
459 192.40 358.00
464 193.70 360.00
468 195.00 316.60
473 196.40 363.60
478 197.60 365,60
482 198.90 367,20
487 200. 30 369.20
492 201.50 371.20
496 202.80 372.80
501 204. 20 374. 00
506 205. 40 376. 80
510 206,70 378,40
515 208. 00 380. 40

"I II Ill IV V

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance umount (Primary (Maximum
benelrt under 1939 under (Average insurance family
act, as modified) 1967 act) monthly wage) amount) benelits)

And the
man im a in
amount ol

benefits
Ian individual's Or his payable (as

primnry insurance primary Or his average The amount provided in
benefit (as deter- insurance monthly wage (as relerned to sec. 203(a))
mined under amount determined under in the en the basis
subsec. (d)) is— (as deter- subsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages
—. mined paragraphs and self-

But not under But not of this employment
more subsec, more subsection income

Al least— than— (c)) is— At leasl-—- than— shall be— shall be—

II Ill IV V

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance amount (Primary (Maximum
benefit under 1939 under (Average insurance family
act, as modified) 1967 act) monthly wage) omuunl) benefits)

And tire
roan rn a m
amount ot

benefits
It an individual's Or his payable (as
primary insurance primary Or his average The amount provided in
benefit (as deter- insurance monthly wage (as referred lx sec. 203(a))
mined under amount determined under in Ihe on the basis
subsec. (d)) is— (as deter- subsec. (h)) is— preceding of his wages

mined paragraphs and sell-
But not under But net 01 thin employmenl

mere nubsec. muse subsection income
At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

9264
268
273
270
282
287
292
293
301
306
310
315
320
324
329
334
338
343
348
352
357
362
366
371
376
380
385
390
394
399
404
408
413
418
422
427
432
437
441
446
45!
455
460
465
469
474
479
483
488
493
497
502
507
511
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"TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS—Continvea

"I II III IV

(Primary
Insurance

amount
under

1961 act)

(Miximum
family

benefits)

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
Or his payable (as

primary Or his average The amount provided in
insurance monthly wage (as referred to sec. 203(a))

amount determined under in the on the basis
(as deter- subsec. (h)) is— preceding of his wages

mined paragraphs and self-
under But not of this employment

subsec. more subsection income
(c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

$182.00 $516 $520 $209. 30 $382.40
183.10 521 524 210.60 384.00
184.20 525 529 211.90 386.00
185.40 530 534 213.30 388.00
186.50 535 538 214. 50 389.60
187.60 539 543 215.80 391.60
188.80 544 548 217.20 393.60
189.90 549 553 218.40 395.60
191.00 554 556 219.70 396.80
192.00 551 560 220. 80 398.40
193.00 561 563 222.00 399.60
194.00 564 567 223.10 401.20
195.00 568 570 224. 30 402. 40
196.00 571 574 225.40 404.00
197.00 575 517 226.60 405.20
198.00 518 581 227.70 406.80
199.00 582 584 228.90 408.60
200.00 585 588 230.00 409.60

(Maximum
famil

benefits

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
If an individual's Or his payable (as
primary insurance primary O(his average The amount provided in
benefit (as deter- insuraoce monthly wage (as referred to sec. 203(a))
mined under amount determined under in the on the basis
subsec. (d)) is— (as deter- subsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages

mined paragraphs and self.
But not under But not of this employment

more subsec. more subseitipn Income
At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

$201.00 $589 $591 $231.20 $410.80
202.00 592 595 232.30 412.40
203.00 596 598 233.50 413.60
204. 00 599 602 234.60 415.20
205.00 603 605 235. 80 416.40
206. 00 606 609 236.90 418.00
201.00 610 612 238. 10 419. 20
208.00 613 616 239.20 420.80
209.00 617 620 240.40 422. 40
210.00 621 623 241.50 423.60
211.00 624 627 242.70 425.20
212.00 628 630 243.80 426.40
213.00 531 634 245.00 428.00
214.00 635 637 246. 10 420. 20
215.00 638 641 247.30 430. 80
216.00 642 644 248.40 432. 00
217.00 645 648 249.60 433,60
218.00 649 650 250. 70 434. 40".

(b) Section 203 (a) of such Act is amended
by striking out paragraph (2) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

"(2) when two or more persons were en-
titled (without the application of section
202(j) (1) and section 223(b)) to monthly
benefits under section 202 or 223 for Janu-
ary 1970 on the basis of the wages and self-
employment income of such insured inch..
vidual and at least one such person was so
entitled for December 1969 on the basis of
such wages and self-employment income,
such total of benefits for January 1970 or
any subsequent month shall not be reduced
to less than the larger of—

"(A) the amount determined under this
subsection without regard to this paragraph,
or

"(B) an amount equal to the sum of the
amounts derived by multiplying the benefit
amount determined under this title (in-
cluding this subsection, but without the ap-
plication of section 222(b), section 202(q),
and subsections (b), (c), and (d) of this
section), as in effect prior to January 1970,
for each such person for such month, by 115
percent and raising each such increased
amount, if it is not a multiple of $0.10, to
the next higher multiple of $0.10;
but in any such case (1) paragraph (1) of
this subsection shall not be applied to such
total of benefits after the application of sub-
paragraph (B), and (U) if section 202(k) (2)
(A) was applicable in the case of any such
benefits for January 1970, and ceases to apply
after such month, the provisions Of sub-
paragraph (B) shall be applied, for and
after the month in which section 202(k) (2)
(A) ceases to apply, as though paragraph
(1) had not been applicable to such total of
benefits for January 1970, or".

(c) Section 215(b) (4) of such Act is
amsaded by striking out "January 1968" each
time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
"December 1969"

(ci) Section 215(c) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:
"Primary Insurance Amount Under 1967 Act

"(c)(l) For the purposes of column U of
the table appearing in sUbsection (a) of this
section, an individual's primary insurance
amount shall be computed on the basis of the

law In effect prior to the enactment of the
Sooial Security Amendments of 1969.

"(2) The provisions of this subsection shall
be applicable only In the case of an individ-
ual who became entitled to benefit under
section 202(a) or section 223 before January
'1970, or who died before such month."

(e) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to monthly benefits
under title 31 of the Social Security Act for
months after December 1969 and with respect
to lump-sum death payments under such
title in the case of deaths occurring after
December 1969.

(I) If an individual was entitled to a dis-
ability insurance benefit under section 223 of
the Social Security Act for December 1969 and
became entitled to old-age insurance benefits
under section 202(a) of such Act for Jan-
uary 1970, or he died in such month, then,
for purposes of section 215(a) (4) of the So-
cial Security Act (If applicable), the amount
in column IV of the table appearing in such
section 215(a) for such individual shall be
the amount in such column on the line on
which in column II appears his primary In-
surance amount (as determined under sec-
tion 215(c) of such Act) instead of the
amount in column Iv equal to the primary
insurance amount on which his disability in-
surance benefit is based.
INCREASE IN BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS

AGE 72 AND OVER
SEC. S. (a) (1) Section 227(8) of the Social

Security Act is amended by striking out
"$40" and in8erting in lieu thereof "$46," and
by striking out "$20" and inserting in lieu
thereof "$23".

(2) Section 227(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out In the second sentence "$40"
and Inserting in lieu thereof "$46".

(b)(1) Section 228(b) (1) of such Act is
amended by striking out "$40" and inserting
in lieu thereof "$46".

(2) Section 228(b)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out "$40" and inserting
in lieu thereof "$48", and by striking out
"$20"and inserting in lieu thereof "$23".

(3) Section 228(0) (2) of such Act is
amended by striking out "$20" and inserting
in lieu thereof "$23".

(4) Section 228(c)(3)(A) of such Act is

amended by, striking out "$40" and inserting
in lieu thereof "$46".

(5) Section 228(c)(3)(B) of such Act is
amended by striking out "$20" and inserting
in lieu thereof "$23".

(C) The amendments made by subsections
(a) and (b) shall apply with respect to
monthly benets under title II of the Social
Security Act for months after December
1969.

MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF A WIFE'S OR
HUSBAND'S INSURANCE BENEFITS

SEC. 4. (a) Section 202(b) (2) of the Social
Security Act is amended to read as follows:

"(2) Except as provided in subsection (q),
such wife's insurance benefit for each month
shall be equal to one-half of the primary
insurance amount of her husband (or, in the
case of a divorced wife, her former iusband)
for such month."

(b) Section 202(c)(8) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

"(3) Except as provided in subsection (q),
such husband's insurance benefit for each
month shall be equal to one-half of the pri-
mary insurance amount of his wife for such
month."

(c) Sections 202(e)(4) and 202(f) (5) of
such Act are each amended by striking out
"whichever of the following is the smaller:
(A) one-half of the primary insurance
amount of the deceased individual on whose
wages and self-employment income Such
benefit is. based, or (B) $105" and inserting
in lieu thereof "one-half of the primary in-
surance amount of the deceased individual
on whose wages and self-employment income
such benefit is based".

(d) Th,e amendments made by subsections
(a), (b), and (c) shall apply with respect to
monthly benefits under title II of the Social
Security Act for months after December 1969.

ALLOCATION TO DISABILITY INeURANCE TRUST
FUND

SEC. 5. (a) Section 201 (b) (1) of the Social
Security Act is amended by—

(1) striking out "and" at the end of clause
(B);

(2) striking out "1967, and so reported."
and inserting In lieu thereof the following:
"1967, and before January 1, 1970, and so re-
ported, and (D) 1.10 per centwn of the wages

V

(Primary
(Average Insurance

monthly wage) amount)

(Primary insurance
benefit under 1939
act, as modified)

If an individual's
primary insurance
benefit (as deter.
mined under
subse (d)) is-

But not
more

At least— than—

"I II III IV

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance amount
benefit under 1939 under
act, as modified) 1967 act)

(Primary
(Average insurance

monthly wage) amount)
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(as so defined) paid after December 31, 1969,
and so reported,".

(b) Section 201(b)(2) of such Act l
amended by—

(1) strikIng out "and" at the end of clause
(B);

(2) strIking out "1967," and inserting In
leu thereof the following: "1967, and before
January 1, 1970, and (D) 0.825 of 1 per cen-
tjm of the amount of self-employment In-
cthe (as so defined) so reported for any
laxable year beginning after December 31,
1969,".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a
se9ond demanded?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I demand a second.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, a second will be considered as
ordered.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS) will
be recognized for 20 minutes, and the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNES)
will be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

'Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us,
H.R. 15095, would increase all social
security benefits by 15 percent effective
with respect to benefits payable for Jan-
uary 1970 and thereafter. This is extra-
ordinary social security legislation, in my
opinion, in that it is unique to present a
bill increasing benefits while withholding
action on other needed improvements in
the social security program. The situa-
tion, however, is such that the Committee
on Ways and Means unanimously recom-
mended this course of action. Many, if
not all, of the members of the committee
were reluctant to take this step, but in
the light of a 9.1-percent rise In the cost
of living since the last benefit increase in
February 1968, we felt that the need for
a significant increase in social security
benefits was pressing and that such an
increase should be provided as quickly
as possible. Moreover, we were informed
even if we acted now, the earliest the
increased amounts could be reflected
would be in benefit checks mailed next
April. Of course, those checks would be
for benefits for the month of March.

One thing which I want to make clear
is that this is not our final recomenda-
tion for changes in social security and
welfare programs. The pending business
of the committee, the business which we
will take up immediately on our re-
turn in the next session, is further con-
sideration of the entire Social Security
Act, old-age and survivors insurance, dis-
ability insurance, hospital insurance,
supplementary medical insurance, and all
of the welfare programs, including medi-
caid and aid to dependent children. It
is my firm intention, as far as I am con-
cerned, to report a comprehensive social
security bill dealing with these programs
by next March.

The action we have taken in presenting
H.R. 15095 in no way prejudges any of
the recommendations made to the com-
mittee by the President, by Members of
Congress, or by private organizations
and Individuals. All of these recom-
mendations are still on the agenda of the
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committee; In the course of the executive
sessions in which we considered the
present legislation, we attempted to
choose from among the many worthwhile
recommendations made to the committee
those improvements in the program
which were important enough to be in-
cluded as emergency legislation along
with the proposed 15-percent increase.
However, it is our judgnient.—and this
judgment was not made lightly—that
none of the other changes proposed was
in the same class as the benefit increase,
so far as the matter of time was con-
cerned.

As worthwhile as some of these other
proposals were, we could not bring them
up as an emergency measure this late
in the session, in our opinion.

Mr. Speaker, as the bill now stands, it
Is a simple bill. It would provide nothing
more than a 15-percent across-the-board
increase in social security benefits to
everyone who is entitled to social secu-
rity benefits next January or any month
thereafter.

An important factor in arriving at the
decision to recommend a 15-percent in-
crease at this time was the recent re-
view of the long range cost estimates
made by the Chief Actuary of the Social
Security Administration. These esti-
mates show at the present time the cash
benefits part of the social security pro-
gram has an actuarial surplus of 1.16
percent of taxable payroll. This is suf-
ficient, entirely sufficient, to meet the cost
of a 15-percent benefit increase. Ac-
èordingly, it would not seem reasonable
to withhold the benefit increase—a bene-
fit increase that witness after witness
testified was very badly needed—until all
the other problems connected with
amending the social security law are
solved.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OLSEN). The time of the gentleman from
Arkansas has expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 5 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Arkansas Is recognized for
5 additional minutes.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I am sure
that the Members would be interested In
some examples of the effect of the bill
on social security payments. I am In-
formed that under the bill the following
increases would take place:

First, the average benefit paid to a
retired worker would be increased from
around $100 to $116 a month.

Second, the. average benefit paid to
an aged couple would go from approxi-
mately $170 to $196 a month.

Third, the average, benefit paid to, an
aged widow would go from $88 a month
to $100 a month.

Fourth, the average benefit paid to a
widow with two children would be in-
creased from $254 a month to $292 a
month.

Fifth, the average benefit paid to a
disabled worker would be increased from
$113 to $130.

Sixth, the average benefit paid to a
disabled worker with a wife and children
would go up from $237 to $273 a month.

Seventh, in addition to special benefits
paid to certain people aged 72 and over
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would be increased from the present $40
for an individual and $60 for a couple to
$46 and $69, respectively.

Mr. Speaker, altogether about 25 mil-
lion social security beneficiaries, nearly
1 out of every 8 people in the country,
would be benefited from the increases
provided for in this bill.

As I mentioned earlier, the long-range
surplus of 1.16 percent of taxable payroll
is sufficient to meet the costs of the bill.

The cost of H.R. 15095 is 1.24 percent
of taxable payroll, leaving an actuarial
balance of minus .08 percent of taxable
payroll after enactment of the bill. That
still enables us to say that the fund is
actuarially in balance, because the
actuary for HEW has said that any
amount nOt in excess of a minus .10 Is
an acceptable margin.

Actually, levels of earnings go up and
have been for years at not less than
about 3 percent a year. So, when you look
to the 1970 figures in place of the 1969
figures, as this does, you may find that
based upon 1970 wages, there would be
a positive act and balance rather than
a negative balance.

In dollar terms enactment of the bill
will mean higher benefit payments of $1.7
billion in fiscal year 1970. This compares
to the program submitted by the Presi-
dent of some $600 million in fiscal year
1970 and Is explained by two factors.

First of all, there would be 5 month-
ly payments under the committee bill,
the bill before you, if It Is enacted.
Whereas under the President's program
there would have been only 3 month-
ly payments. Second, his recommenda-
tion was for a 10-percent benefit Increase
while the bill provides for a 15-percent
Increase.

Before concluding, I would like to point
out that there are two typographical er-
rors In the committee report. On page 2
of the report there Is a statement to the
effect that the benefit increase will be
reflected in the checks issued on April 13,
1970. This date should be April 3, 1970,
since the third day of the month Is the
day when checks are normally sent out.
On page 3 there is a table showing some
Illustrative benefit increases under the
bill. The first figure in the last column of
that table is H. 84. It should be $64.

It will be recalled that on Friday a
week ago the Senate included the lan-
guage of this bill as an amendment to
the Tax Reform Act. After the House
passes this bill it would be my desire to
ask the House conferees to accept the
language of the Senate amendment that
is identical with the language of this bill
as a part of the Tax Reform Act. I say
that because I think it is much better fox
us to include it on that basis than to send
another bill to the Senate, where the
season of the year might well affect the
number of amendments that would be
offered to it.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge that the
Members vote for the bill,, and let us
then take It to conference.

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

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
1 additional minute.
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Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. MILLER. I yield to the gentleman

from Florida.
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, In order

to mtke the record clear, did the House
Committee on Ways and Means report
the bill that the able gentleman from
Arkansas is now presenting prior to the
time that the other body acted?

Mr. MILLS. The answer is yes; we
sent them a copy of the bill on the day
we ordered It reported so that they could
adopt it as we had written It.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. Speak-

er, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman

from California.
Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. Speak-

er, If I understood the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means, the gentleman stated that it
would be his position to urge only that
the language in the House bill be that
approved by the House conferees.

Mr. MILLS. What I am talking about,
if the gentleman will permit me to at-
tempt to clarify it quickly, is this: I would
not be in a position, and I would urge
the conferees not to accept all of the
amendments that were adopted to the
Social Security Act, particularly the
amendment that has to do with the $100
minimum.

We can handle that later.
Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.

Speaker, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr. MILLS. I will be glad to yield fur-
ther to the gentleman from California.

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Speaker, in light of the lateness of the
year I would urge that all of our dis-
tinguished conferees on both sides view
objectively the very difficult problem
posed to the concurrent recipients of
public assistance and social security, be-
cause they really will not get anything
under the bill.

I would seek no assurances in that re-
gard, but I would urge that you look at
this matter, particularly as contained in
the Harris amendment.

As the distinguished ranking minority
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means and the distinguished chairman
know, there is another procedural diffi-
culty in the bill that will cost the State
and Federal Governments from $30
to $50 million in grant computation
changes unless the retroactive increases
be required to be disregarded by the
States.

It is somewhat a technicality, but there
is $30 to $50 million that should not be
wasted in bureaucratic grant changes, if
we have got that kind of money we really
ought. to toe to it that all the elderly
people get some measure of increase
under this bill. I am not advocating at
this time the entire Senate social se-
curity package, obviously some of that
can wait for further hearings by the
cornmittes on our side.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I would state
to the gentleman that he may be assured
that the matter is In the mind at least
of the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means for future considera-
tion.

Furthermore, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare has as-
sured me that it has no intention of re-
quiring the States to take this retroac-
tive payment into account in determining
the needs of welfare receipenta. The
States will be free to treat this payment
as they choose, just as under present law
and practice they are free to ignore as
unconsequentiala $25 or casual income
as Inconsequential or casual income a $25
Christmas gift in determining a recipi-
ent's needs. The States will, therefore,
not be forced to undertake any unneces-
sary paperwork to redetermine recipi-
ents' needs on account of the retroac-
tive payment.

Mr. BURTON of California. I thank
the gentleman.

(Mr. MILLS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I would ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may be permitted to extend their re-
marks just prior to the vote on the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Arkansas?

There was no bjeotion.
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes

the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
BYRNES).

(Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I strongly support H.R. 15095, which
provides an across-the-board 15-percent
increase in social security benefits. The
benefit increase is effective January 1
and will first be reflected in the check re-
ceived on April 3 for March benefits. An
additional check will be mailed in April
to cover the increase attributable to the
months of January and February. The
increase will benefit 25 million individ-
uals, including those who receive the spe-
cial benefit payable to uninsured indi-
viduals age 72 and over.

Our citizens living on fixed incomes are
hardest hit by the ravages of inflation.
Those who have studied problems of the
elderly agree that one of their greatest
needs is an adequate income to meet
their daily living expenses. Inflation is
the greatest threat to an adequate in-
come for our elderly citizens.

The Inflation we have been experienc-
ing in recent years has severely eroded
the purchasing power of social security
benefits. Since social security benefici-
aries are the aged, the disabled, and
widows who often have small children to
care for, they comprise the segment of
the population least able through their
own efforts to protect themselves against
inflation. Although the wages of those
currently working have been increasing,
often faster than increases in the gen-
eral cost of living, the income of these
individuals has remained constant. Since
benefits were last increased fn Febru-
ary 1968, the Consumer Price Index has
risen by 9 percent. The Consumer Price
Index increased 0.5 percent during

• September, paralleling the nearly 6-
percent annual Increase we have experi-
enced in the last year.

Runaway Inflation was a part of the
fiscal mess the new administration in-
herited when It took office earlier this
year. The highest priority has been as-
signed to economic policies that will put
the Nation's fiscal house In order and
control Inflation consistent with avoiding
intolerable levels of unemployment and
other economic dislocations. The econo-
mists agree that this delicate task neces-
sarily involves some delay between the
period during which the new policies are
implemented and when they become fully
effective, particularly In view of the full
head of steam inflation was permitted to
build up. In view of the inflation that we
have been experiencing and will probably
experience in the next few months, it is
important that Congress enact an in-
crease in social security benefits before
adjourning thIs year.

In view of the urgency of action and
the lateness of the hour in the current
legislative session, the committee's bill Is
limited to restoring and protecting the
purchasing power of social security bene-
fits. This should not be Interpreted as a
lack of support for other needed improve-
ments in our social security law.

The President has recommended and
I have introduced comprehensive legisla-
tion for improving social security which
includes not only an across-the-board
benefit increase, but provisions auto-
matically adjusting benefits in the future
to cost-of-living increases, increasing the
amount of Income that can be earned
without losing benefits, increasing a
widow's benefit from 821/2 percent to 100
percent of her husbaxd's benefit, pro-
viding more equity in benefit computa-
tions for men, and making many other
changes that will improve the equity,
administration, and financial soundness
of the social security program.

In my judgment, we must also develop
amendments that provide greater equity
for working women and for individuals
who continue to work after attaining re-
tirement age. The retirement test should
be simplified, particularly as it affects the
self-employed. I have developed pro-
posals in these areas that will make sub-
stantial improvements in existing law. It
is my hope that these proposals will be
favorably considered by the committee
when we consider further social security
amendments early next year.

All of these structural improvements
are important, Mr. Speaker, and should
be assigned a high priority. Automatic
adjustments in benefits commensurate
with cost-of-living increases should be
enacted to provide social security bene-
ficiaries with the same protection against
inflation that civil service and military
retirees have long enjoyed—as the plat-
forms of both major political parties rec-
ognized last year. Simple justice requires
providing widows with the same level of
benefits their husbands would receive as
a widower. Increasing the amount an
individual can earn without losing bene-
fits must also have a high priority. But
the appropriate means of achieving these
goals may be the subject of disagree-
ments, and technical details of these
provisions require time to work out. Also,
these amendments will require additional
financing—either through a rate in-
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crease, an Increase In the wage base, or a
combination of the two. Financing deci-
sions involve controversy and again, the
technical details take time to work out.

Mr. Speaker, it would simply not be
fair to social security recipients to delay
an across-the-board increase for sev-
eral months while these details are be-
ing worked out. However, I do want to
assure the Members that all of these Im-
provements in the social security pro-
gram will be on the first order of busi-
ness when the new Congress convenes,
and must be given a high priority.

I want to be equally emphatic in also
pointing out that the committee's action
does not indicate a lack of determination
to act on the President's recommenda-
tion for comprehensive reform of our
welfare laws, and to reexamine and enact
needed amendments to our medicare and
medicaid programs. Although the com-
prehensive hearings the Ways and Means
Committee recently conducted encom-
passed welfare, medicare, and medicaid,
as well as social security, the time avail-
able simply did not permit action in all
of those important and difficult areas.
These issues will, along with structural
improvements in the social security law,
be the first order of business for the Ways
and Means Committee in the new Con-
gress. I share the hope of the chairman
that the committee will be able to recom-
mend some very fundamental improve-
ment in these programs by at least the
end of next March. But we should not
delay action on the urgently needed in-
crease in social security benefits until
that time.

The Ways and Means Committee has
carefully reviewed the financing of the
present program and exercised the same
solicitude for its actuarial soundness that
has characterized our efforts in the past.
The Chief Actuary of Social Security has
assured the committee that on the basis
of his latest estimates, the existing tax
schedule Is adequate to finance an
across-the-board 15-percent benefit in-
crease.

The hospital insurance fund, which
finances a service benefit and is a sepa-
rate trust fund from the trust funds as-
sociated with the cash benefits program,
is currently running an actuarial defi-
cit. The committee will have to correct
this situation when it considers amend-
ments to the medicare program next
year—including the Health Cost Effec-
tiveness Act recommended by the Presi-
dent—that are designed to reduce costs
and improve the efficiency of the pro-
gram. In this connection, it should be
noted that the President's recommenda-
tion for automatic adjustments in the
earnings base, which will be considered
next year, will also have a favorable
impact on the actuarial imbalance in
the hospital insurance trust fund.

Mr. Speaker, this is urgent legisla-
tion. It is noncontroversial. It is required
by simple justice. It simply cannot be
deferred until next year. I share the
sentiment expressed by the chairman
that passage of this legislation by an
overwhelming vote may facilitate ac-
ceptance by the House conferees of the
basic 15-percent increase In benefits
voted by the Senate. This might expedite
action on this increase which has already
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been delayed too long. hope that all
of my colleagues will join me In sup-
porting this bill to provide prompt relief
to our social security beneficiaries.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio.

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VANrK. Mr. Speaker, the effort to
raise social security benefits began early
this year when Members of this body
recognized the dire circumstances im-
posed upon millions of senior citizens
as a result of the spiraling cost of living
under runaway inflation. An overwhelm-
ing majority of the Members of this body
introduced bills to increase benefits.

On May 8, over 100 Members of this
body cosponsored a bill which I intro-
duced providing for an across-the-board
increase of 15 percent. At that time, the
President was requesting a 7-percent in-
crease in benefits, effective in January
1970. He stated that any increase be-
yond this amount would be inflationary.

On September 18, I served notice that
I would seek a Democratic caucus action
on a resolution increasing benefits to 15
percent across the board effective this
year. On September 25, the President
sent up a message recommending only a
10 percent increase with checks to be
mailed in April.

On October 7, the Democratic caucus
unanimously adopted the resolution
which I offered to increase social secur-
ity benefits across the board by 15 per-
cent.

Thereafter, the administration con-
tinued to press fo its inadequate ants
meager 10-percent increase despite the
overwhelming evidence that a 15-per-
cent increase was justified and fiscally
sound.

While the administration was chal-
lenging the inflationary impact of a 15-
percent increase to the elderly, It was also
sponsoring proposals to divert billions of
dollars out of the social security fund by
recommending a stretchout In already
enacted provisions of the law which
would reduce contributions by $22.7 bil-
lion in the next 4 years and by $160 bil-
lion in the next 20 years. The adminis-
tration was in the incredible position of
denying a 15-percent Increase in social
security benefits while at the same time
the administration was proposing a
stretchout in the law which would re-
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duce the Income of the social security
fund. The Inflation argument was a cruel
hoax on the elderly.

These policies of the administration
seemed determined to fight Inflation at
the peril of driving our senior citizens
Into poverty.

Although the 15-percent mcrease in
social security benefits will soon be a
reality, it did not come easily. The action
of the Democratic caucus—in the crea-
tion of this essential national policy—
was the decisive factor.

The senior citizens of America have
been the most patient of Americans, This
increase in benefits will make It possible
for millions to remain self-sufficient with
dignity. A further delay or a lesser dis-
tribution would have been a cruel set
back to those who exist with no other
supplemental Income. For many, our ac-
tion Is already too late. Less and later
would have been a crushing blow.

For our senior citizens, for the young,
and for those in between, we owe a pare.-
mount duty to contain the inflation
which threatens to overwhelm the re-
treating standard of American life. Un-
less we can reverse the inflationary
thrust—what we do today may be In vain.

It is my further hope that our first or-
der of business next year will be to re-
surne where we leave off today In up-
dating the social security program. It is
my hope that we can develop a meaning-
ful program of improvements in social
security and needed reforms in the medi-
care program,

The minimum payment must- be -made
realistic. Provisions must be adopted to
insure that those on old age pensions, the
disabled, and the blind actually receive
the increased benefits we provide today.
It would be tragic If their benefits under
State programs were reduced to provide
a windfall for the States instead of better
standards for these needy groups.
Widows and survivor's benefits must be
increased. The retirement test must be
increased to realistic levels. The income
base for benefits should reflect a workers
best years of contributions and not pe-
nalize those who must retire early be-
cause of industry practices. Medicare
must be extended to the disabled.

Our work on social security and medi-
care has only begun.

The 15—percent increase in social se-
curity benefits will have the following
effect on benefit payments:

Average monthly
earnings

Minimum S
$150

Worker 1
—______________________

Present law Bill

Man and

Present law

wife I 5

Bill

Widow, widower or
age 6

Present law

parent,

Bill

$55.00
88.40

$64.00
101.70

$82.50
132.60

$96.00 $55.00 $84.00

$250 115.00 132. 30 50
73.00 83.90

$350 140.40 161.50 210.60
198. 50 94.90 109,20

$450 165.00 189.80 247.50
242.30 115.90 133.30

$550. 189.90 218.40 284.90
136.20 156.60

$650 218. 00 250.70 323. 00 4 376. 10
156.70
179.90

180.20
206.09

- I For a worker who is disabled or who is age 65 or older at the time of retirement and a wife age 65or older at thetlme when
she comes on the rolls.

Survivor benefit amounts for a widow and I child or for 2 parents would be the same as the benefits br a man and wife,
escept that the total benefits would always equal 150 percent of the worker's primary Insurance amount; it would not be limited to
$323 as it is under the present law. -

Avera8e monthly earnings of $74 or loss under the present law, and of $76 or less under the bill,
'$105 limit on wife's benefit is removed.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak- (Mr. CONABLE asked and was- given
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman permission to revise and extend his
from New York (Mr. CONABLE). remarks.)
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Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I sup-

port this legislation. I urge my colleagues
to do the same. I think most of them
will want to join me in voting this
needed increase.

While doing so, I think there are sev-
eral points that must be made if we are
to face up to the economic implications
of this legislation.

First of all, there is no question that
it is inflationary. That does not mean
we should oppose it. Despite the rampant
inflation in this country, it is necessary
to compensate for the effects of inflation,
on those most vulnerable, even though,
inflation being a spiral, the compensa-
tion itself will inevitably have an infla-
tionary impact.

I think, therefore, the point must be
made that we still have a basic obliga-
tion to continue to move against the in-
flation that is damaging our economy,
even though we are providing this symp-
tomatic relief to those most vulnerable
to inflation.

Why do I consider this inflationary?
First of all, it is pumping $4.2 billion In
a calendar year Into the hands of people
who by their unfortunate circumstances
and because of their age are not likely
to save much of it. They are going to
spend it and spend it quickly. Inflation
has made certain that most of them need
to spend it. Inevitably, therefore, it has
more cumulative inflationary impact
than if we were giving the money to peo-
ple in a position to save.

Second, I think we must face up to the
fact that this bill is going to have a seri-
ous impact on our hoped-for surplus.
Under the unified budget concept, we
would have run our trust fund accumu-
lation in the social security trust fund up
by $1.7 billion more than we will, having
passed this bill. In other words, in the
remaining part of the fiscal year, $1.7
billion will be paid out that otherwise
would have gone into the trust fund, and
been counted as part of our surplus.

Once again, I am not complaining
about this so much as I am pointing out
to my colleagues that this bill will be a
major factor in dissipating a hoped-for
budget surplus which we deemed fiscally
necessary at the beginning of the year.

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that these two
points I have made about this bill will
indicate to the Members of this body an
increased need for fiscal restraint. We
have a class of people in this country,
those who are elderly and those who are
disabled and those who are widows, who
need the protection of this added spend-
able income, but we must understand the
additional obligations Imposed on us by
the economic implications of our efforts
to protect them with this compensatory
piece of legislation.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

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

(Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker;
X rise today in support of the legisla-
tion now before us to increase benefits
to this country's millions of social se-
curity recipients.

It is absolutely essential, in my judg-
ment, that this Congress act inmiedi-
ately, before irreparable harm is done
to the senior citizens of our country. As
we are well aware, present benefits are
lagging far behind and remedial legis-
lation is long overdue because of the ef-
fects of the present inflationary trends
on the elderly.

Those living on fixed incomes are be-
ing forced to pay the price of inflation
and, combined with the present "tight
money" situation, It is virtually impos-
sible for these people to borrow money
to meet current expenses or obtain suit-
able housing.

This situation is totally unrealistic and
unacceptable, and we can and must act
now to relieve this intolerable condition.
An immediate increase in benefits to the
millions of elderly citizens now on so-
cial security will make it possible for
them to, partially, take care of escalat-
ing costs of living. But, regrettably, this
increase will offer only temporary relief
at best.

In addition to this increase in benefits,
I am firm In the conviction that the
most realistic approach to this problem
is to enact legislation whereby social se-
curity increases in the future will be tied
into and automatically governed by the
cost-of-living index and I have intro-
duced legislation in this session to bring
this about. And, I shall continue my ef-
forts in this regard.

The increase we are considering today
will soon be obsolete and totally negated,
if the spiraling cost of living continues
to outdistance social security and other
retirement benefits for our elderly. The-
inflationary trends must be checked.
Certainly, this Nation must be more re-
sponsive to its senior citizens on social
security and more responsible in fiscal
matters, than it has been in recent years.
This business of legislating "too little,
too late" for those in their "golden years"
has gone on far too long, and a solution
is within our reach.

In this regard, I also hope the com-
mittee will give early consideration to
the concept of permitting social security
recipients to earn more than the current
ceiling. This would help relieve the seri-
ous financial bind that many social se-
curity recipients find themselves in, due
to inflation and/or their limited income
and contributions to the social securiy
system.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
BURKE) such time as he may consume.

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

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to endorse the 1.5-percent
benefit increase provided by HR. 15095,
the bill which the distinguished chair-
man and ranking minority member on
the Committee on Ways and Means have
introduced. I would rather that the bill
provided a more generous Increase than
15 percent and I offered a motion t pro-
vide a greater increase in committee be-
fore the bill was reported out.

Social security was enacted some 35
years ago to help assure a decent, dig-
nified retirement to our Nation's older

citizens. SInce 1935, we have relied on
this system of contributory insurance to
provide a measure of economic protec-
tion against the Income loss that ac-
companies retirement. And since that
time the program has been expanded to
provide protection for widows and or-
phans and the disabled. Today some 25
million, or about one out of every eight
Americans, are getting monthly social
security benefits.

Social security is virtually the sole
source of income for about half of these
beneficiaries and the major source for
just about all. The importance of main-
taining the purchasing power of social
security benefits is obvious and cannot
be overemphasized.

Since 1968, when we last increased
benefits, inflation has eroded the value
of social security benefits. We cannot
turn our backs on the elderly or the wid-
ows and orphans or the disabled who
rely on their social security benefits. To
fail to increase social security benefits
now would be doing just that. That is
why I urge that this bill, which reflects
the wisdom and experience of our Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, be enacted
as quickly as possible.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to re-
iterate what the chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee himself has
stressed in his statement. That is that
the Committee on Ways and Means has
already put on its agenda, as Its first
order of business when Congress recon-
venes in January, the resumption of con-
sideration of social security legislation,
including welfare reform, medicare and
medicaid operations, and the need for
further Increases In social security
benefits.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILBERT).

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

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, may I ex-
tend congratulations to the distinguished
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, to the distinguished ranking mi-
nority member of the committee, and to
my fellow members of the committee for
having the foresight to vote out a social
security bill at this particular point in
the legislative session.

We all know that inflation Is one of
the main problems of our elderly citi-
zens, and, in fact, the President came
out for an increase of 10 percent. Recog-
nizing that 10 percent wottid be totally
inadequate, and in order to give a quick
and almost emergency-type increase to
our senior citizens, our committee voted
out a 15-percent increase.

Mr. Speaker, this 15-percent increase
has my support, of course, and I am go-
ing to vote for it. But I consider this a
stopgap measure. It must be a simple
prelude to the consideration of genuine
and meaningful social security reforms
next year.

Separating an immediate increase
from other social security legislation
permits Congress to offer the fastest
possible relief to social security benefi-
ciaries beset by rapidly rising living costs.
This approach will allow my committee
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the time necessary to give major social
security reform the comprehensive re-
view such complex proposals require
without penalizing social security bene-
ficiaries by delay.

Simple justice requires that our social
security beneficiaries receive an imme-
diate increase in benefits in order to
maintain the buying power of their ben-
efits in these times of rapid inflation.
Since the last Increase in social security
benefits, prices have risen by almost 10
percent. If one takes the position that
benefits were adequate then, there might
be some justification for just a 15-percent
increase now. Ten percent would catch
beneficiaries up to where they were be-
fore—and the additional 5 percent would
help them pay for what inflation has cost
them in recent years. But I do not agree
that benefits were. adequate then. And
certainly we must do more than provide
the 15-percent increase in the bill before
us today.

My bill, HR. 14430, which is pending
before the committee, would provide ad-
ditional benefit increases, a two-step in-
crease in the minimum benefit to $120
a month by January 1, 1972, and would
abolish the premium for medicare part
B—now $4 monthly—and make other
much needed improvements in the social
security and medicare programs. I am
sure that in the coming months the
committee will consider the proposals
under my bill, H.R. 14430, and other
pending social security legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote today for HR. 15095, to provide a
15-percent increase in social security
benefits. I urge my colleagues to vote for
this humane measure, but with the re-
cognition of its inadequacy and the de-
termination to have benefits raised to a
livable level next year.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. GIBBONS).

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, In passing a 15-percent
across-the-board increase in social se-
curity benefits, this House has only taken
a stopgap step. It has not finished its
work in this important area.

We could not, in the time available, at-
tack such matters as increasing the earn-
ings allowed to retirees without reduction
of payments, possible inclusion of out-of-
hospital drugs under medicare and other
overall revampments of both the social
security law and the medicare and
medicaid sections of it.

We had to act, in an emergency
fashion, to rescue many of our elderly
from a strangling economic grip in which
near runaway inflation has placed them.
They were far behind the rocketing cost
of living and painfully so.

This interim increase will help to ease
that economic burden which our Inability
to control our economy has placed on
them. It will Increase the pension incomes
of some 25 million beneficiaries by about
$1.7 billion In fiscal 1970.

Though the first actual Increase will
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not reach them until April 1, 1970, it will
be retroactive to January 1. Better a lit-
tle late than never.

I am sure that a majority of this
House is aware that we still must adopt
a social security system which is realis-
tically in tune with our current economic
situation. To accomplish this, funda-
mental facts must be reviewed and the
House Ways and Means Committee plans
to do this when we return next year.

I feel confident that we will come up
with a revision of the social security law
which will be both progressive and eco-
nomically possible to carry.

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of HR. 15095, Social Security
Amendments of 1969. As we all know too
well, the cost of living has been steadily
increasing at an alarming rate. The
spiraling Inflation we are experiencing
today has a particularly harmful effect
on those older persons living on fixed
incomes, such as those whose chief or
only income is derived from social
security benefits. As prices go up for
necessary' goods and services, and the
purchasing power of the dollar declines,
those dependent upon social security are
placed in an increasingly difficult posi-
tion.

The legislation before us today, which
has been favorably reported by the com-
mittee without amendment and with the
recommendation that the bill pass, will
provide a measure of relief. This 15 per-
cent across-the-board increase will aid
the 25 million elderly people, disabled
persons and their dependents, widows
and orphans who presently receive
monthiy benefits under this program.
The increase also applies to those per-
sons coming on the benefit rolls in the
future.

It is my understanding that under this
bill, both the minimum and maximum
benefits will be increased for retired
workers entering the benefit rolls at or
after age 65 and for disabled workers.

Another important section- provides
for special payments for certain persons
aged '72 and older who have either not
worked long enough to qualify for regular
cash benefits or have not worked at all
under social security. Their benefits will
also be raised by 15 percent.

Justice requires that our social secu-
rity beneficiaries receive this increase im-
mediately to enable them to maintain
the buying power of their benefits in this
time of rapid Inflation. I had hoped how-
ever, that the provisions of this legisla-
tion would have been retroactive.

This legislation should pass unani-
mously.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to commend
the distinguished chairman, the gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS), for ex-
pediting House action on H.R. 15095. A
15-percent increase in social security
benefits will indeed be a welcome Christ-
mas present for the more than 25 million
beneficiaries who will be affected.

The inflation which has hit us all has
struck particularly hard at retired
Americans who are trying to make ends
meet In the face of alarming increases
in prices and taxes. Their fixed incomes
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and often scant retirement resources
have literally been stretched to the
breaking point by inflation.

In view of the seriousness of this situa-
tion I am especially pleased that the
House has today taken an important
step toward improving these conditions
by approving HR. 15095. This bill will
increase regular and special social se-
curity payments by 15 percent. In addi-
tion, it will increase minimum social se-
curity payments from $55 to $64 a month.

Nonetheless, none of us suffers from
the illusion that these increases will in
themselves eliminate the hardship which
is the lot of so many of our senior citi-
zens. In this regard, the chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee is again to
be commended for promising early com-
mittee action on other needed amend-
ments to the Social Security Act, includ-
ing welfare reform.

We welcomed the opportunity to pre-
sent our views on this important subject
at the committee's recent extensive hear-
ings. We welcome the prospect that the
committee will report comprehensive re-
visions in the social security, medicare
and welfare programs to the House for
action early in the next session of
Congress.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the need
to increase social security payments has
been apparent to me for some time. On
May 21 I cosponsored a bill to provide a
15-percent across-the-board increase for
the 25 million elderly people, disabled
people and their dependents and widows
and orphans presently receiving social
security benefits. The bill also provided
for annual cost-of-living increases and
a minimum primary benefit of $80.

It Is very gratifying to me, therefore,
that the House of Representatives today
has an opportunity to endorse at least
one of these high-priority items. H.R.
15095 provides a 15-percent across-the-
board increase for social security recipi-
ents, increase the minimum monthly
payments from $55 to $64 for a retired or
disabled worker. The bill becomes effec-
tive in January 1970 and the increases
will be reflected in the March check, pay-
able in' April. A separate check covering
the retroactive increase for the January
and February payments would be paid in
April.

These increases are long overdue and
although this legislation ercomIasses
only one aspect of the social security
program, the distinguished membership
of the Committee on Ways and Means
has assured this body that it intends to
consider the many issues affecting the
various programs under the Social Se-
curity Act as Its first order of business
when Congress convenes next year. The
committee's plans to study the social se-
curity program in depth and to act on
its inadequacies will be a great relief to
the millions of people presently enrolled
In the program, many of whom have
written to me this year to express their
dissatisfaction With the social security
program. These people feel that they
have been treated as second-class citi-
zens by the' Federal Government; that
the Government has neglected them and
Ignored their needs.
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This bill is only the initial activity we
plan in behalf of our senior citizens.
While it will be helpful, nOthing will suf-
fice but a program That responds fully
to the deficiencies of the present system.
I look forward to enacting such legisla-
tion next year.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the House action in passing legislation
providing for a 15-percent across-the-
board increase in social security bene-
fits effective January 1 is to be lauded.

This measure is long overdue. For
many,many months now, retired Amer..
icans have watched helplessly as the
purchasing power of their savings and
pensions has eroded away under the
pressure of the mounting costs of living.
For those who must support themselves
on their earned social security benefits,
It has become increasingly more diffi-
cult. Rapidly rising costs have meant
lower living standards and increased ef-
forts to obtain the essentials of a decent
existence.

I strongly supported and voted for
this immediate 15-percent increase IL
benefits, and I will continue to work for
even more comprehensive reforms in the
social security system.

There are two major reforms that ,le-
serve special mention: It Is imperative
that an automatic cost of living escala-
tion clause be written into the social
security statutes. This would eliminate
the serious time lag that is now present
between the fact of increased costs, and
the compensating increases in benefits.
I have introduced legislation to accom-
plish this and I believe its enactment
would markedly improve the faith of our
older people in the fairness of the sys-
tem. Future cost-of-living benefit in-
creases should not depend on the polit-
ical process but rather should be guaran-
teed by law.

In addition, a substantial increase in
the outside earnings limitation for social
security recipients is necessary. I am like-
wise sponsoring legislation to achieve
this. Those who wish to continue their
productive years should be permitted
to do so without losing benefits to which
they are entitled after a career of hard
work and contributions to the social se-
curity system.

We should not be satisfied with less
than genuine security and dignity for
America's retired citizens.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of HR. 15095,
a bill which, appropriately at this season,
assures our elderly cItizens and our other
social security recipients who generally
are on a fixed income that Congress cares.
It would be cruel Indeed to watch the
continued erosion of fixed incomes
through inflation, and fail to do some-
thing about it.

The 15-percent across-the-,jard In-
crease, effective January 1, of social
security payments will put the social
security recipients only about 5 percent
ahead of the cost-of-living increase for
the period since the last social security
rate increase.

I wholeheartedly support this action to
grant this increase at this time, ahead of
the full consideration of many other
needed improvemen to be made to the

social security and welfare program. This
increase is actuarially sound without any
increase in the tax rate or the wage base.

When the Ways and Means Committee
resumes its study after the first of the
year of the comprehensive welfare re-
form program and the social security sys-
tem, there are a number of improvements
that I will support.

Among these improvements are pro-
visions for an escalator clause that will
provide automatic increases in benefits
in step with the cost of living, an in-
crease in widows' benefits from 821/2 per-
cent to 100 percent of their husbands'
benefits, and liberalization of the retire-
ment test to permit those who continue
in full or part-time employment to sup-
plement their social security benefits.

Other improvements I will urge in-
clude the extension of medicare to active
and retired Federal employees 65 years
of age and over. I also believe that we
should update the retirement income
credit to recognize a level that reflects
inflationary consequences.

Presently, Federal employees covered
for the basic hospital plan under medi-
care include only those who retired be-
fore February 16, 1965, and who did not
have coverage under the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefit Act—FEHBA.--on
that date, and those who have the requi-
site number of quarters of social security
coverage for their age group.

Hospital insurance benefits should be
made available to Federal employees who
do not have such benefits.

All Federal employees age 65 and over
are eligible to participate in the volun-
tary supplemental medical insurance
plan. Since the voluntary supplemental
plan does not provide basic hospital
benefits, it is inadvisable for the Federal
employee to elect to participate in the
voluntary supplemental plan and drop
his coverage under FEHBA. The volun-
tary supplemental plan alone is inade-
quate. it is exactly what its name im-
plies—"supplemental" to a basic hos-
pital plan.

Thus, the Federal employee who is not
eligible for the basic hospital plan will
want to retain his FEHBA coverage.
There is a general prohibition in the
FEHBA plans against paying duplicate
benefits. Under certain circumstances
the voluntary supplemental plan would
pay the deductible applicable to nonhos-
pital treatment under the FEHBA plan
and also the coinsurance factor of 20 to
25 percent that the insured individual
pays for certain services under these
plans.

The cost for a man and his wife under
supplemental medical Insurance is $4
per month, and Is to be increased soon.
Since part of the premiums will be at-
tributable to the duplicate coverage,
many Individuals will feel they are un-
likely to derive benefits commensurate
with their contributions. In any event.
coverage Is an individual decision.

A Cabinet Committee on Federal Staff
Retirement System on February 15,
1966, recommended that Federal em-
ployees covered by a staff retirement sys-
tem should have health insurance pro-
tection under social security health in-
surance provisions, after age 62 on the
same basis as other workers.

December 16, 1969
The Social Security Administratloi n

January 1969, filed a report requested by
the Ways and Means Committee and the
Senate Finance Committee recommend-
ing medicare coverage for Federal em-
ployees or retirees and their spousos, not
insured under social security, with the
cost of part A protection borne by the
Government, as employer. New health
insurance designed to complement med..
care would be available under the FEHB
program to Federal retirees and em-
ployees who would become entitled to
part A protection. This complementary
insurance, together with part A and part
B of medicare, would provide health in-
surance protection approximately at the
level of the Government-wide high op-
tion FEHB plans.

This will correct an inequity where
Federal civilian employees, who are also
citizens, are not given certain health
benefits provided by the Government to
its citizens who have not been employees
of the Federal Government, The cost of
hospital insurance benefits should be
borne by the Federal Government for the
nearly half of such persons involved and
not now so insured.

The additional cost to the Federal
Government can be justified because
under the present financing of FEHBA,
the Government share as an employer Is
unduly low, especially when compared
with what is done in private industry
plans.

The retirement income credit provi-
sions were designed to give those per-
sons, such as our retired teachers, whose
retirement income is taxable, a tax ex-
emption approximately the same as that
received by beneficiaries of tax-exempt
social security payments. An individual
who is 65 years of age is granted a credit
against the tax liability on his retirement
income—which includes annuities, inter-
est, dividends, and rents—up to $1,524.

This limitation no longer is fair or
realistic, and should give heed to cost-of-
living increases. Congress has failed to
adjust the retirement income credit pro-
visions of the Internal Revenue Code to
reflect either the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1965 or those of 1967—and, of
course, the 15-percent increase in bene-
fits in the bill before us now.

There has been no increase in the re-
tirement income base since 1962 despite
the 7-percent social security increase in
1965 and the 13-percent increase in 1967.
Therefore, the Intent to give fair treat-
ment to those who do not have tax-
exempt social security benefits has been
neglected.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of HR. 15095, to provide a 15-
percent across the board increase in so-
cial security benefits. In addition to the
general across-the-board increase, the
legislation increases the minimum bene-
fit from $55 to $64 for single persons and
$82.50 to $96 for couples and increases
special payments to persons over 72 years
of age as well as maximum payments.

One of our colleagues on the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means has called this
legislation a "stopgap" measure to en-
able the committee to devote more time
to the social securIty amendments and
major reform items pending at this time.
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I share that view and it is my hope that
the Ways and Means committee will ap-
prove a far-reaching overhaul of the so-
cial security laws early in the second
session of the 91st Congress. My bill,
HR. 14431, provides for major reform,
including two increases of 20 percent
each in benefits in 1970 and 1972 and
would more than double the minimum
benefit, increasing the amount from $55
to $120 a month by January 1972.

Mr. Speaker, our goal must be to see
to It that the social security system pro-
vides real economic security to the elder-
ly. That is not the goal of H.R. 15095
but as a stopgap measure it Is clearly
more realistic than the meager 10-per-
cent increase proposed by the adminis-
tration. Let us commit ourselves to ma-
jor social security reform today by ap-
proving this increase and Immediately
turning our attention to the real needs
of our elderly citizens who have been
caught in the Inflationary spirals which
have wiped out previous social security
benefit increases.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, I speak in
favor of H.R. 15095. In our country to-
day there are more than 25 million Amer-
icans age 65 and over who have become
what could easily be called our "slighted
society." These are the people who dur-
ing good times and bad strived to put a
little something aside for their retire-
ment years, paid taxes, sent their chil-
dren to school, went to war, and who in
the main were all-around good citizens
who came through World War I, the de-
pression years of the 1930's, World
War II, and Korea. These are the Ameri-
cans who made this country great, but
they are also near the bottom of our list
of legislative priorities.

I am glad that we have finally realized
that these Americans desperately need
an increase In social security benefits to
meet today's spiraling inflation. The last
benefit increase was 2 years ago. Taking
into account the rate of inflation the last
2 years plus the price rise expected this
year, the 15-percent increase contained
in this bill will barely cover past short-
falls and our "slighted society" will again
fall back a step or two on the cost-of-
living escalator. This increase does nOt
make up for the fact that the retired
have had to scrimp these past 2 years. nor
will it offset any of. the increase in the
cost of living that may occur in the next
2 years.

Historically, social security has never
done more than barely keep up with the
cost of living. It certainly has not kept
pace with the rising standard of living.

Let us not linger any longer on this
legislation. Let us pass this bill and then
immediately upon our return next year
take up the other provisions of the social
security law that desperately need im-
provement. Let us, among other things,
make certain that future increases will
be given when the cost of living goes up,
raise the income limitation from $1,680
to $3,000 per year, raise the minimum
payment from $55 to $100 per month for
single persons and $150 for couples, and
not reduce the social security-income into
a household when the urlmary recipient
dies.

I realize that social security was origi-
nally intended to be a supplement to a
person's retirement income, yet we know
that changing times, rampant inflation,
and circumstances beyond control have
wiped away their precious savings. It
seems to me that those who have been
tax contributors all of their lives, not tax
eaters, have a right to bitterly complain
when they see welfare recipients receive
more monthly assistance than they do
along with surplus food, food stamps,-and
medical treatment,, the latter of which
social security recipients pay for.
social security recipients pay for,

Our elderly citizens are entitled to the
they, like some, demand it, but because
they have earned their right to a better
future.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong support of H.R. 15095, the
Social Security Amendments of 1969.

I am delighted that the Ways and
Means Committee and the House and the
Senate are finally taking action to com-
pensate the 25 million beneficiaries of
the social security program for recent in-
creases in the cost of living, which has
been rising, at a rapid rate. The infla-
tionary spiral curtails the spending pow-
er of all consumers, as my colleagues are
well aware, but it most seriously penalizes
those who live on fixed incomes. It Is high
time we took this action to increase so-
cial security benefits by 15 percent, ef-
fective January 1, 1970, and thus to pro-
vide our retired citizens with a more
reasonable income.

There are, of course, other changes
which must be made In the social securi-
ty law if it Is to be equitable to all. Spe-
cifically, the $1,680 limit on annual
earned income should be removed or, at
the very least, increased. Increases
should be made in the benefits provided
under the program of aid to families
with dependent children, and we should
do more for the 3 million poorest aged,
blind, and disabled persons in this coun-
try, as the gentleman from Californ4a
(Mr. BURTON) pointed out last week.

I hope Congress will act early in
the next session to make additional
needed changes in the social security law.
In the meantime,. I strongly urge the
passage of the measure before us today.

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, we have
relegated many of our most valuable
citizens to a position of pauperism in this
country. I say "most valuable citizens,"
Mr. Speaker, because this is an era for
calling on the experience and knowledge
of our older citizens, for it Is from the
storehouse of their souls that we can
chart our destini clear of the shoals of
self-destruction. The very preservation of
our way of life in this country depends on
our putting daily into 'practice the
principles tested and secured by the
generation which preceded us.

Yet this wonderful generation of peo-
ple have been hurt so deeply by the in-
flatisnary situation we are in that their
contributions to our society are strongly
limited. Goods and services that cost
them $10 in 1959 now cost over $12.50.
What an unfair and shameful situation.

These citizens paid hard-earned dol-
lars into the social security program

when , a dollar was. worth a dollar. We
cannot—and must not—ask our people to
try to keep living on the same number of
dollars which have so diminished in
value.

We must not let the elderly people o
our country become political whipping
boys. Congress has the duty to do what
is right for the people. I know we will.

We can afford to do more for our senior
citizens, Mr. Speaker, and I, therefore,
urge the passage of H.R, 15095 to give
them these increased benefits.

We need the advice, the wisdom, and
the knowledge of our older citizens, but
we can ask very little of them unless we
can also respond to their needs. Our
bill is threatened by a Presidential veto,
Mr. Speaker, but I hope that the Mecu-
bers of Congress can unanimously-V--and
in a nonpartistan spirit, grant these in-
creased and very much deserved benefits.

Mr. ROSENTHAIJ. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port the limited social security bill which
we consider today but only as an immedi-
ate and temporary solution to the.long=.
range problems of the social security sys-
tem.

This nih provides for a 15-percent in-
crease in social security benefits, effec-
tive January 1, 1970. It also increases the
minimum benefit from $55 to $64 for
single persons and from $82.50 to $96
for couples.

This bill raises the special benefits for
persons over age 72 from $40 to $46 for
single persons and from $60 to $69 for
couples.

Finally, this bill would provide for
eventual maximum benefits of $250.70,
instead of the present limit of $218 for
single persons, and for a new maximum
of $376 for couples, instead of $323.

But the bigger problems of social se-
curity reform are not included in this
bill. And the benefit increases, -while im-
portant, are clearly not adequate. I urge
Congress to consider early next year the
comprehensive reforms which our older
citizens need and deserve.

I have proposed, in my comprehensive
social security bill—H.R. 14487—a 35-
percent fiat increase in benefits. and an
automatic cost-of-living Increase reg-
ularly to eliminate the effects of infla-
tion. Under my bill- average benefits
would rise to $133 for individuals and to
$220 for couples, wjth minimum benefits
of $100 and $150 respectively.

My bill also provides:
Full benefits to both men and women

who retire at age 60 and restore to full
benefits those who are already retired on
reduced annuities;

Full benefits at- age 55 for w,omen
who retire with 120 quarters of coverage;

Prescription drug coverage, for an op-
tional $1 a month;

An increase In ceilings on earned in-
come for persons over 653

Full benefits to widows and depend-
ent widowers at age 50 and to disabled
widows and widowers regardless of age;

Reducing to age 60 the eligibility date
for medicare benefits;

Identical benefit rights for single per-
sons who support brothers and sisters
as those given married couples;
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Giving Federal employees the right
to elect social security coverage; and

Financing the social security system
through whatever generai revenues are
needed to keep it actuarily solvent.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, HR.
15095, the Social Security Amendments
of 1969, has been presented to us as
emergency legislation to provide a badly
needed benefit increase to approximately
25 million people. I am happy to support
this legislatiop and regret that It Is not
more. I am heartened, however, by the
statement in the report of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means that its first
order of business for the next session
will be a continued study of comprehen-
sive changes in the social security and
welfare programs.

The reports from my district bear out
the statement in the committee's report
that there Is a "pressing and urgent need
for an across-the-board increas( In so-
cial security benefit,s."

The last time we considered a social
security benifit increase we provided a
13-percent benefit increase effective for
February 1968. In February 1968 the
Consumer Price Index was 119. The lat-
est index Is for October when it was
129.8, a rise of more than 9 percent in 20
months. If the Index continues to rise
at this rate—average of 0.45 percent a
month—the rise will be more than 11
percent by next April when the benefit
Increase will actually be cash in the ben-
eficiaries pockets.

Although, I would prefer a bill making
more comprehensive changes in the so-
cial security program, I can understand
the reasons why the committee did not
want to delay the benefit increase. Funds
are available to provide an Immediate
15-percent increase in social security
benefits.

I want to commend the Committee on
Ways and Means for Its responsible ac-
tion In bringing a 15-percent social se-
curity benefit increase to the floor. And,
I appreciate the forthright way in which
the committee states In its report that
it is "necessary to consider without un-
necessary delay" other changes in the so-
cial security and welfare programs. I
would hope that the changes which the
committee will take up next session will
include a significant Increase In the min-
imum benefit. When one considers to-
day's prices and the studies of the Social
Security Administration which showthat social security benefits are the
major source of income for most bene-
ficiaries, I do not see how we can justify
the minimum benefit of $55 a month pro-
vided under present law or even the min-
imum benefit of $64 a month which
would be provided by H.R. 15095.

I, myself, have Introduced legislation
to increase social security benefits an
average of 35 percent and provide a min-
imum benefit of $100 a month for an In-
dividual and $150 for a couple as well as
to expand the scope of medicare cover-
age. This Is the type of social security
reform we need, and I am confident that
the Ways and Means Committee will act
favorably to bring It about.

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, passage of this bill to Increase

social security benefits by 15 percent is
a legislative must for this session of
the 9 1st.

Fifteen percent.—thjs sounds like a very
generous figure. In normal times and
under normal economic conditions it
would be. But these are not normal times
nor are we operating under normal eco-
nomic conditions.

Actually, this 15-percent benefit will
barely enable the average Social security
recipient to keep pace with the inflation
which has eroded his benefit check since
the last increase in March of 1968.

At that time the Consumer Price In-
dex, according to the Department of
Labor, stood at 119.50. As of October of
this year, the latest figures available, it
had climbed 10.30 to 129.80. This repre-
sents an actual percentage increase in
the cost of living of about 8.6 percent
over the last 20 months. At this rate we
are assured of a cost-of-living increase
of 1.5 to 2 percent before this increase
is actually forwarded to the social secu-
rity beneficiary. Thus, the actual increase
in real income is 5 percent or less which
will do little other than make up for
purchasing power eroded by intervening
inflation.

Unfortunately, a cost-of-living in-
crease feature is not a part of this bill.
I very much favor this approach as it
has been found successful in other Gov-
ernthent retirement systems. This can
be taken up, however, when the Ways
and Means Committee considers addi-
tional changes in the social security law
early next year.

At this time I would like to commend
all my colleagues on the Ways and Means
Committee for their expeditious handling
of this benefit increase.

To have waited until other problems
dealing with the social security law, in-
cluding welfare reform, had been dis-
posed of before bringing this legislation
to the floor would have been unfair and
an Injustice to the social security recipi-
ents who, month by discouraging month,
see their benefit checks eroded by in-
flation.

Fifteen percent seems like a very gen-
erous increase. But, as we have seen, it
is not. It Is barely adequate and It is
my hope that we must further increase
benefits in the year to come.

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, no group
of Americans Is more entitled to adequate
financial assistance than our senior citi-
zens. For years working people have paid
sound dollars into the Federal fund to
provide for a dignified retirement. Now
as they reach the time of rest and relax-
ation, they face the horrible realization
that the "sound" dollar they paid Into
this program no longer exists and the
social security payment they once relied
upon has diminished In value. Inflation
and extravagant Government spending
have deflated the purchasing power of
the dollar.

The law prevents social security re-
cipients from earning incomes above a
prescribed level without losing their an-
nuity. Some are disabled and cannot seek
employment; others are unable to find
work to supplement their meager In-
comes. These unfortunate people are vlc-
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tims of circumstance—captives of a sit-
uation beyond their control. These people
I am determined to help now. Inflation
caused by prolific Government spending
will not be arrested overnight. An im-
mediate solution is to increase the social
security benefits, and this I will support.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 15095,
a bill to increase social security benefits
for the eldery, the disabled, and for
widows a-nd orphans. This bill calls for a
15-percent across-the-board Increase in
benefits for the 25 million people covered
by the Social Security Act. I support this
increase because I think it Is long over-
due. Those covered under the act have
been the most severely victimized by in-
flation; the value of their social security
checks has been steadily decreasing as
the cost of living has soared to new
heights. As President Nixon said In his
September 25 message to Congress:

This nation must not break faith with
those Americaus who have a right to expect
that Social Security payments will protect
them and their families.

Mr. Speaker, while I support this leg-
islation before us today, I do want to in-
dicate that I consider it little more than
a stopgap measure. This Congress must
still face up to the need for a com-
prehensive overhaul of our social security
system along the lines proposed by the
President in his message to Congress.
This should include a provision for an
automatic adjustment in benefits that
would reflect increases in the cost of liv-
ing. I have introduced a bill to that ef-
fect, and I am pleased that this approach
is also a part of the President's proposal.

The President has also called for an In-
crease in the amounts beneficiaries can
earn annually without a reduction in
their benefits; a revision In the one-dol-
lar-for-one-dollar reduction In benefits
for income earned In excess of $2,880 to a
reduction of $1 in benefits for every $2
earned; an increase in the contribution
and benefit base from $7,800 to $9,000,
beginning in 1972; and a series of addi-
tional reforms, in the President's words,
"to insure more equitable treatment for
widows, recipients above age 72, veterans,
for persons disabled from childhood, and
for the dependent parents of disabled
and retired workers."

I strongly urge the passage of the bill
before us today, and I also urge the con-
tinued efforts of the Congress to work
for more comprehensive social security
reform aimed at equitable and more real-
istic protection of our citizens.

Mr. MENISH. Mr. Speaker, I rise In
support of H.R. 15095, the Social Secu-
rity Amendments of 1969. The 15-percent
across-the-board increase in benefits
contained in this legislation is the best
Christmas present our senior citizens
could possibly receive.

Improvement and strengthening of the
Social Security Act should be accorded
top priority In the second session of. the
91st Congress. In a recent statement to
the Ways and Means Committee, I out-
lined some of the major Issues which
must be dealt with during consideration
of social security next year. I Include
the statement at this point In the EC-
oRD:
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STATEMSMT OP CONGRESSMAN JOSEPH G.
MneIsH TO COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEaNS
ON SOCIAL SECUIUTY
Mr. Chairman and members of the Coin-

mittee, first, let me thank you for the oppor-
tunity to submit this statement on pending
social security legislation. I am grateful that
the Ways and Means Committee has seen fit
to schedule consideration of this vital sub-
ject so soon after completion of Its exhaustive
work on tax reform and tax relief.

The Tax Reform Act, as passed by the
Hoie, provides relief which will be most
beneficial to our poor and middle Income
families for whom the high cost of living,
coupled with heavy taxes at all levels, has
caused deep anxiety and resentment. How-
ever, there is one group whose financial
plight will not be eased by lower taxes since
their incomes fall far below the poverty level
where in most cases they are not required
to pay taxes. I refer, of course, to social se-
curity beneficiaries—the most poverty
stricken group in our society. Itis a sad fact
that 40 percent of persona 65 years of age or
older are classified as poor or near-poor.

On May 21, 1969, I Introduced HR. 11554
to provide a 15 percent across-the-board in-
crease in social security benefits effective
July 1, 1969. My bill would increase the
minimum monthly benefit from $55 to $80
and raise maximum benefits from $218 to
$250.70. Under this legislation, the level of
benefits would be •reviewed every three
months and the benefit schedule adjusted
upward when the cost of living increases 3
percent or more above the previous base pe-
riod. This periodic cost-of-living mechanism
Is necessary to Insure that social security
benefits will not be eroded by rising prices
as they have so often in the past. By this
means we will combat the shameful situa-
tion which permits our senior citizens to
fall deeper and deeper into poverty while
the majority of Americans enjoy relative
prosperity.

Naturally, I was disappointed when Pres-
ident Nixon recommended that social se-
curity benefits be increased by only 10
percent and that this meager Increase be
deferred until next April. The President, In
his message to Congress. noted an increase
was necessary In order to enable older Amer-
icans to keep pace with the inflationary
spiral and the rising cost-of-living. Yet in-
flation, which strikes retirees and older per-
sons hardest, has driven the cost-of-living
up more than 13 percent since Congress last
enacted a social security increase In Febru-
ary, 1968. Prices, no doubt, will rise even
further by April of 1970. The Administration
request, In short, is too little and too late.

Mr. Chairman, an increase in social secu-
rity benefits of at least 15 percent retro-
active to this past July Is Imperative this
year If our senior citizens are to hold their
own In a. time of greatly increasing prices.
If we do not act promptly on a sIgnIficant
social security increase, this country's re-
tirees will find themselves in a terrible finan--
cial iInd. Social Security is a misnomer—a
cruel hoax—if it does not enable its
beneficiaries to at least keep pace with the
cost-of-living.

Among other Improvements I believe
should be made In the Social Security Act
are the following: an increase In the earn-
ings limitation, the equalization of treat-
ment for wives working under the social
securiy system, and increased benefits for
blind citizens.

Mr. Chairman, persons reaching the age
of 65 today can look forward, thanks to Im-
proved health care, to a longer life span and
the ability to continue to contribute to their
society. We ought, therefore, to encourage
our-senior citizens to employ their talents,
knowledge, and experience in worthwhile and
gainful endeavors. One means of achieving
this goal is to lnciease substantially the

annual earnings limitation for social secu-
rity recipients.

Under present law, couples working un-
der social security do not receive a fair re-
turn on their coRtrtbutions to the fund. To
remedy this situjattion I would call the Com-
mittee's attention to H.R. 9064, whiCh I in-
troduced on March 17, 1969. The purpose of
this legislation is to treat a working hus-
band and wife as a unit and to Increase the
"earnings base" used In the computation of
their- benefits. The retult would be a more
equitable level of benefits for both husband
and wife. -

Mr. Chairman, I also urge the Committee
to approve a liberalization of the condi-
tions governing eligibility of blind persons
to receive disability Insurance benefits un-
der the Social Security Act. My bill, HR.
10252, would provide a partial solution to
the financial catastrophy which engulfs
many persons as a result of bliudnem. It
would permit a blind person, Who has worked
In social security work for six quarters, 110
qualify for disability Insurance payments
and to continue qualified so long as he re-
mains blind regardlesS of his earnings.

Moving to Medicare, M-r. Chairman, I be-
lieve the Committee should include a sec-
tion In its legislation Which would extend
medicare coverage to the cost of drugs pur-
chased by the eldeity. Constantly soaring
thug prices constitute a major element In
the severe economic problems of the elderly.
Today drug items account for a significant
proportion of the budgets of aged citizenS.
Ry 1975 drug coats are expected to rise by
65% for our population as a whole and the
increase for senior citizens will be sIgnifi-
cantly greater—already, In faot, drug oos'ta
for the aged are twice as high as for the
young and four out of five persons 65 or
old-er have a disability or chronic condition
requiring the purchase of drugs.

I believe our elderly citizenS ought to en-
joy the right to choose the type of health
care they believe best suIted to their needs.
Therefore, I urge approval of my bill, H-H.
14343, which would extend medicare cover-
age to chiropractic.

Another area of importance to medicare
beneficiaries Is the issue of home maInten-
ance care. On July 17 I introduced H.R. 12924
to authorIze payment under the medicare
program for services furnished by a home
maintenance worker as part of a home health
services plan. Presently only personal care,
such as feeding, bathing, transfer In and out
of a wheelchair, etc., is afforded to a medI-

care recipient in his home. We should recog-
nize that many patients are able to care
for their personal needs, but are not capable
of performing household tasks, shopping,
and cooking without assistance. By provid-
ing these services, we will allow convales-
cent or ill older citizens to remain in the
familiar surroundings of their home In their
own community. Moreover, this legislation
would save both medicare recipients and the
public the cost of more expensive types of
institutional care.

Mr. Chairman, the Improvements I have
covered, together with other areas I am sure
will be developed by the Committee, provide
the basis for expanding the horizons of our
nation's senior citizens. Each year a larger
proportion of our population joins tieir
ranks. Presently there are close to 20 million
Americans over the age of 85. We should not
consider the increasing number of senior
citizens as a burden for our nation, but as
an opportunity to. enrich their lives and,
through them. the lives of all of us.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker,
while I am s9rnewhat relieVed that the
Ways and I'(eans Committee has acted
on the financial crisis our elderly citi-
zens are facing by reporting a ociai
security increase bill now, I feel a 15-
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percent raise is actually too little. Al-
though I will vote for this bill, I am dis-
appointed that the committee did not ap-
prove a larger Increase. I frankly believe
that the 25-percent across-the-board
hike in benefits and doubling of the mini-
mum payments—to $110 a month for in-
dividuali and $165 for couples—which I
recommended in my bill, Is essential to
meet the needs of our elderly.

Many of our senior citizens simply do
not have enough income to meet the
most basic living expenses and yet they
now are told they must wait three and a
half more months before they actually
receive a modest increase in benefits al-
though the raise would be retroactive to
January 1970. I - am particularly con-
cerned about those who receive a small
amount of monthly benefits since this
15-percent across-the-board increase
will mean only $9 to $11 more a month
for them.

Consequently, I would like to express
my support for the social security -in-
crease provision the Senate has approved
since they would at least- provide a sub-
stantial hike for those with lower pay-
ments—to a minimum of $100 a month
for an individual and $150 for a couple—
as well as - authorizing persons to take a
reduced level of retirement benefits at
age 60.

It seems certain the House will ap-
prove this bill, in an effort to provide a
benefit- increase as soon as ad.tminlstra-
tively possible. However, the passage of
this bill will not bring to an end the ef-
fort to make needed improvements in our
social security and medicare programs
and I hope the committee wifi consider
additional legislation, including certain
other benefit increases, at an early date.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port H.R. 15095 and commend the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means for bringing
it to the floor,

Social security payments cannot be al-
lowed to lag far behind increases in the
cost of living without real hardship for
the elderly Americans who depend upon
this income for life itself.

The 15-percent increase in payments
provided by this bill Is the' minimum re-
quired to keep pace with cost-of-living
Increases, and must be approved. I can-
not conceive of a veto of this measure,
and feel confident the President will give
it his approval.

Mr. Speaker, I urge and predict over-
whelming appeoval of this bill.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of HR. 15095,
the Social Security Amendments of
1969, but I do so with reservation. I corn-
mend the Committee on Ways - and
Means for rejecting the President's pro-
posed 7-percent increase—later revised
to a 10-percent lhcrease—in benefits.
Neither the 7-percent nor the 10-percent
Increase is enough as neither would keep
up with the cost of living. I also realize
that pressure from the administration,
with the threat of a veto, has kept the
committee from enacting a truly com-
prehensive measure designed to benefit
those who really need the legislation—
the elderly, the disabled, and their de-
pendents, widows and orphans. I com-
mend the committee for recognizing that
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this bill Is only a stopgap measure and I,
theEefore, urge early consideration of a
measure that would make major benefit
Increases and other improvements In so-
cial security.

Under HR. 15095, the minimum bene-
fit. for a retired worker coming on the
henfit rolls at.or after age 65, and for a
disabled worker, would be increased from
$55 to $64 per month. This Is not enough.
Social Security Administration studies
have shown that most retired beneficiar-
ies have little or no income in addition
to their social security benefits.

H.R. 15095 does not provide for auto-V
matic cost-of-living increases in benefits.
The last time Congress considered a
social security benefit increase—Decem-
ber 1967—the Consumer Price Index was
118.2. In October 1969, the Consumer
Price Index was up to 129.8. The 15-per-
cent increase in benefits now barely keeps
pace with the cost of living.

For these reasons, I supported a 20-
percent Increase in benefits with an
automatic cost of living increase in bene-
fits with an automatic cost of living in-
crease whenever the Consumer Price In-
dex rises more than 3 percent.

Many States have an old-age benefit
plan which makes payments to compli-
ment the social security payments. In the
past, as social security benefits increased,
some State payments decreased, result-
ing In a benefactor receiving the same
sum of money.—only less comes out of
the State treasury. Thus, social security
increases In these cases did nothing for
the aged, disabled, widowed, or orphaned.
I believe that Congress intends for social
security benefit increases to go to those
eligible to receive payments. Thus, I be-
lieve we must provide legislation to make
certain that an increase In social security
Is meaningful.

I support HR. 15095 because I believe
that action must be taken Immediately
to increase the Inadequate retirement In-
come of the elderly. But I urge the Corn-
znlttee on Ways and Means to promptly
consider the suggestions I have outlined
above.

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, I consider
this one of the most Important and nec-
essary actions taken during the entire
session. Congress should complete action
without fall on the 15-percent Increase
in social security benefits prior to the
Christmas recess. I can think of no finer
Christmas present to those who have been
subsisting on a bare minimum for so long.
The increase Is needed and It should be
very helpful to those who are affected.
Actually the action now In prospect is
long overdue. The economic plight of re-
tirees has been aggravated by steadily
advancing costs of living. Their retire-
ment dollars just will not go far enough,
and there Is actual hardship In some
Instances.

I applaud the proposal advanced by
Congressni WILBUR MILLS and the
House Ways and Means Committee to
provide, a 15-percent Increase. Anything
less would be totally Inadequate to meet
the advance of living costs since the last
Inc;ease In benefits.

hope that oug work for those of In-
adequate Income, particularly among the
aged, will not stop with this action. A

great deal of concern is expressed for peo-
ple of inadequate income in America, In
this, the aged and the disabled too often
are neglected. It Is seldom that Ameri-
cans of 65 or over are even mentioned In
this connection. Yet they are among those
whose plight Is the most serious. There
are 20 million Americans who are over
65, and many of these are etIstlng on In-

• adequate incomes. Few of them are able
to earn an adequate income. The others
are dependent upon social security or
welfare benefits. There are still others
who are not yet 65 who are unable to
earn a' livelthod because of poor health
or lack of training for today's competi-
tive, job market, and who are In dire
straits.

It is obvious that insufficient attention
has been given to the problem of inade-
quate income among the Nation's elderly.
Discussions now in progress by congres-
sional committees on aging are moving
so slowly that realistic improvement can-
not be anticipated at any early date. The
grave problem of these people, many of
them ill and most of them living on' less
than minimum income, is sufficiently
acute that immediate action should be
initiated by the administration and by
the responsible committees of Congress.

There is now discussion which I trust
will very soon be supported by positive
action by the administration and by
Congress, an increase in the amount a
retired person can earn without losing
benefits, and higher payments to. recipi-
ents of old-age assistance. These along
with the current increase In social se-
curity payments are sorely needed.. Liv-
ing costs have escalated beyond reason.
Frequently overlooked but an area of
tragic need is that of the old-age assist-
ance group who are presently held to a
bare subsistence level. People in this
group should be receiving twice as much
as they now get.

There i equal need for major reforms
in the ration's welfare system. New
emphasis on training programs to en-
able people to find and hold jobs Is a
must. Present welfare programs place no
incentive on earnings. In fact, efforts to
be self-supporting are discouraged In the
operation of the program. As a result, the
welfare rolls get bigger and bigger, de-
spite the growing prosperity of the Na-
tion. Improvement in the welfare pro-
gram which will result in great benefit
to the Nation can be achieved with little
cost to the taxpayer.

All these attest to a job before Con-
gress which Is still to be completed, I
urge action. These are problems which
will not wait indefinitely for solutloin.

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to compliment the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means and other members of this com-
mittee for recognizing the critical need
for an immediate increase In social se-
curity benefits and bringIng HR. 15095
to the floor as expeditiously as possible.
We must remember, however, that this
bifi must not be viewed as a panacea for
all social security ills, but merely a stop-
gap measure until a complete reevalua-
tion of the Social Security Act can be
undertaken.

I, along with 'other Members of this
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body have been besieged with mail from
our senior citizens, all carrying the mme
message. Inflation has eroded their eccial
security dollar to the poinnt where It
has become a daily battle of survival.

HR. 15095 will raise the minimum
benefit from $55 to $64 for single per-
sons and raise the benefit from $02.50 to
$96 for married couples. A $6 Increase
of special payments for single people Over
72 years of age will raise their benefits
from $40 to $46 with a $9 Increase from
$60 to $69 for married couples. Maximum
benefits will eventually go from $216 to
$250.70 for single persons and from $323
to $376 for married couples.

This is a start. The forgotten Amer-
ican is getting some recognition. We must
continue to recognize his needs. If pres-
ent trends continue, the insatiable ap-
petite of inflation will have already begun
gnawing, away at the modest Increase
provided in this bill.

It is heartening to note that the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means has addressed him-
self to the problem and has promised n
"full dress review' of the Social Security
Act. I give my unqualified support to the
bill before us today and hope that the
next session will produce a bifi which
will not only provide social security re-
cipients with a decent standard of living,
but also protect them from the merciless
bite of Inflation.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, as a
cosponsor of a similar bill, I rise in sup-
port of 'HR. 15095, which would provide
for a 15 percent across-the-board In-
crease in social security benefits effective
in January 1970.

I commend our Committee on Ways
,and Means, chaired by our distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from .Arkansas
(Mr. MILLS), for recognizing the urgency
of providing this increase and acting
promptly to bring this legislation before
this body.

Social security payments are the major
source of income today for some 25 mil-
lion Americans—the elderly, the disabled
and their dependents, and widows and
orphans. The number of recipients seems
to be growing yearly as the average life
span of man is lengthened and more of
our workers join the ranks of the retired.
Those who depend solely on their social
security check to defray current living
expenses have found the benefits to be
totally Inadequate to meet even the mini-
mum needs of life. The Department of
Labor has pegged a "moderate" living
standard at $4.200 a year for a retired
couple. An estImated 10 million retirees
are reportedly kept above the poverty
line by their social security benefits. How-
ever, it takes very little Imagination to
picture the plight of the millions of other
elderly Americans who, even with their
social security payments, are forced to
live in want and despair after completing
their working years. Surely, our senior
citizens and other social security bene-
ficiaries deserve better.

To meet this clearly demonstrated
need, Congress must provide dramatic
and s1gnfficant Increases in benefits
under the old-age, survivors, an4 dis-
ability insurance program of the Social
Security Act. Anything less could fall far
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short of our goal of elevating our elderly
Americans to the desired level of self-
respect and dignity.

Mr. Speaker, there should be no dif-
ficulty in voting for this bill, for to meet
the demonstrated need the federal sys-
tem is in a position to pay. We have been
informed that there is an actuarial sur-
plus of 1.16 percent of taxable payroll—
an amount sufficient to pay the cost of
the proposed 15-percent benefit increase.

This bill deserves our support, and I,
accordingly, urge a unanimous vote in
favor of the measure.

Mr. BROTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port the bill which is today being con-
sidered by the House to raise social se-
curity benefits by 15 percent. The senior
citizens of America have worked hard
all of their lives. They have saved and
they have paid their social security taxes.
They would probably have enough on
which to live were it not for the cruel
tax of inflation which has eroded the
purchasing power of their savings and
their social security checks.

While the across-the-board increase
we are considering today is necessary to
restore the inflationary losses already
suffered by social security recipients, it
is only a stopgap measure. I feel strongly
that the time has come to provide for
automatic cost-of-living increases in
benefits. Enactment of such a provision
would do away with the necessity of se-
nior citizens having to come to Congress
with an outstretched hand every time
their Government pursues a policy of
inflation.

Mr. Speaker, it is my sincere hope that
when the remainder of the social security
bill is reported during the next session,
it will contain a provision for automatic
cost-of-living increases.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, the 25
million people who receive monthly so-
cial security benefits have been hit
harder by inflation than anybody else.
They have had to pay the rapidly rising
living costs but they have not shared the
higher Incomes that inflation has
brought to most segments of the econ-
omy. Now It Is their fair turn to receive
in the form of a 15-percent across-the-
board increase in social security bene-
fits effective January 1.

We call this an inflation bonus
because we are able to pay increased ben-
efits without any boost In the social se-
curity tax rate due to a large actuarial
surplus that has built up in the social
security trust fund. The surplus derives
from the fact that higher wages and sal-
aries mean a bigger intake in social se-
curity taxes by the Government even
while the tax rate itself remains un-
changed. It is simple justice that we dis-
tribute some of this surplus promptly
among all the retired and disabled per-
sons, their dependents and widows and
orphans, who are eligible for social se-
curity benefits.

I congratulate our Committee on Ways
and Means for recognizing the pressing
and urgent need for increasing the in-
come of people on social security. I share
the committee's judgment that the 15-
percent benefit increase should not be
delayed by consideration of more com-
plicated legislative proposals for the im-
provement of the social security system.
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The committee has promised to make
these Issues its first order of business
when Congress reconvenes in January.
Meantime, it has gone ahead to assure a
much-needed income boost for all social
security recipients without getting it in-
volved in arguments about other changes
which may be more controversial.

As it is, the increase we are approving
today will not actually be paid until next
April because of the time it will take the
Social Security Administration to make
the change effective. The first checks re-
flecting the new rates will be for March.
They will go out in early April along with
a separate check covering the retroac-
tive increase for the months of Janu-
ary and February.

Mr. Speaker, this bill has my whole-
hearted support. These increases in social
security benefits are long overdue. In
the future we should see to it that social
security beneficiaries should not have to
wait so long to be compensated for their
losses of income resulting from inflation.
President Nixon has proposed tying f U-
ture social security increases to rises in
the cost of living on an annual basis.
That is the best way to handle the prob-
lem and I hope Congress will give serious
consideration to it in the next session.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, in my
opinion the House is acting responsibly
today in the passage of amendments to
the social security law—increasing bene-
fits. across the board at the rate of 15
percent.

While this increase exceeas ne amount
requested by the President, it should be
pointed out that the President had re-
quested an additional cost-of-living pro-
vision so that benefits could be auto-
matically adjusted to reflect the rising
prices of food, lodging, and other essen-
tials.

There is a tendency to play politics
with the welfare of our older citizens—
and to depart from the philosophy upon
which social security was established—of
a self-sustaining program—by asking to
dole out benefits for which no corre-
sponding revenue is provided.

By acting on the present needs ,jf exist-
ing beneficiaries, the committee has rec-
ommended increases which do not re-
quire an immediate increase in rates or
total of social security taxes.

It is heartening to know that other
subjects related to those which we are
acting upon today will be reviewed care-
fully by the Ways and Means Committee
early next year, with the production of a
supplemental bill scheduled by March 1.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to Indicate
my support of the bill, H.R. 15O5, and
in this way to communicate with the 25
million persons benefiting from social
security that the Members of the Con-
gress are conscious of their problems and
their needs, and are endeavoring by this
legislation to act responsively as well as
responsibly consistent with our roles as
lawmakers.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, we can all
take heart in the prompt, decisive action
of Congress to increase social security
benefits by 15 percent, and to raise mini-
mum monthly payments, effective In
January. I was unable to be present for
the vote on this bIll because of previously
scheduled meetings with local officials In
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my district. Had I been present, I would
have joined In the unanimous expres-
sion of approval, and voted in favor of
the bill.

These increases represent a significant
first step enabling more than 25 million
Americans tO share more equitably in the
prosperity which they helped to create.
For those who must rely almost exclu-
sively on social security benefits. How-
ever, the increases barely compensate for
the accumulated burdens of inflation
since the last increase in benefits. I have
cosponsored legislation which would have
resulted in greater improvement jn bene-
fit levels. I feel that we must move fur-
ther ahead than we have today, before
our laws do full justice to the aged and
disabled.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, the 25 mil-
lion elderly people, disabled people and
their dependents, and widows and or-
phans who now get monthly social secu-
rity benefits need help badly. The effect
of inflation is seriously striking at those
living on a fixed income, and I support
the Social Security Amendments of 1969
which would raise the benefits by 15
percent.

Not only is the increase necessary, it
should be passed with no unnecessary
delay. I only wish it could be seen in the
checks sooner than next April, but I
realize that with the effective date of
January 1970, the time required to make
the necessary changes in records and
procedures that are needed to pay the
new, higher amounts, keep it from ap-
pearing in benefit checks until April. In
addition, I am told, a separate check
covering the retroactive increase for the
January and F,ebruary payments would
be paid in April if this legislation passes.

Mr. Speaker, I have long supported in-
creasing benefits along with any increase
in the cost of living, and I hope this
someday will become law. But, in the
meantime, I strongly support increasing
the social security benefits 15 percent,
and I urge my colleagues to vote for this
very necessary increase.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I warit to
express my support for H.R. 15095—the
Social. Security Amendments of 1969. I
believe Congress must act now to Increase
social security benefits. Today, 5 mil-
lion Americans—elderly people, disabled
people, widows, and orphans—depend
upon these benefits as their primary
source of Income. It is essential, quite
obviously, that their payments must
increase as the cost of living rises.

This legislation, providing an across-
the-board increase in benefits of 15 per-
cent, will demonstrate to the people of
the United States that Congress is con-
cerned about the welfare of those per-
sons who, by reasons of advanced age or
unfortunate circumstance, are no longer
Lble to provide fully for themselves and
their dependents. H.R. 15095 is legls-.
lation that, I feel, demands immediate
action, so that the benefit increases can
go into effect at the earliest possible date.
According to the report of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means the first social
security checks which could reflect the
new rates would be for next March, pay-
able in April, with a separate check
retroactively covering the increased pay-
ment for January and February. This
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check will also be paid In April. Under
this bill, the minimum benefit for a dis-
abled worker, or a retired worker coming
on the rolls at the age of 65 would
increase from $55 to $64 per month.
There would also be an Increase in the
special payments for those people, who,
at age 72 and older, may not have worked
long enough to qualify for regular bene-
fits. These payments would be Increased
from $40 to $46 for an individual, from
$60 to $69 for a couple. These increases
would help relieve the Immediate prob-
lems that people on social security face
In coping with the rising cost of living.

The last social security Increase was
for February 1968. Since then, the cost
of living has soared 9.1 percent. This
increase alone demands that we pass
this legislation, and the fact that the
cost of living will be up, probably more
than 10 percent, by the time the In-
creased benefit checks can be mailed In
April, should reemphasize the need for
passage of this bill. This Is a time of
rapid inflation, and H.R. 15095 is a
necessary measure If we are to help our
older and disabled citizens to maintain
the purchasing power of their social
security benefits.

Mr. JOhNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise In support; of H.R. 15095,
to amend the Social Security Act to pro-
vide a 15-percent, across-the-board in-
crase under the old-age, survivors In-
surance program.

Any of us familiar with the increases
in the cost of living fully recognizes the
problems which people on a limited
fixed income face In meeting our day-
to-day living expenses. Those people
forced to exist on fixed incomes, and
especially limited fixed Incomes such as
social security, find their resources grow
smaller and smaller from day to day.

During the 2 years since Congress au-
thorized its last increase In social secu-
rity benefits, consumer prices for all
commodities and services have increased
from 116.3 points, based on a 1957—59
mean, to 129,3 points. You can see that
what we are proposing to extend to so-
cial security beneficiaries reflects little
more than that required to break even,
assuming that what we voted in 1967
was adequate.

The 15-percent increase In no way re-
flects any gain in the net income of our
social security beneficiaries, nor does It
make any provisions for the future when
even the most optimistic predictions ex-
press the hope that inflation will in-
crease the cost of living by no more than
5 percent a year.

Aceordhigly, Mr. Speaker, I am firmly
convincel that the 15-percent Increase
is an absalute minimum which the Con-
gress can consider at this time. As the
Representative of the largest congres-
sional district in the State of California,
both geograuhically and in population,
I urge my colleagues to support the bill
reported from the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. Speaker, in supporting this mini-
mal increase in our social security bene-
fits, I would like to make one additional
comment. As you know, social security
benefits are modest at best and many
people receiving them also are receiving
other sources of Income by which they
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augment their meager incomes. While
most of these other sources of Income
are from private retirement plans, those
with the most limited resources are re-
ceiving welfare assistance by reason of
being blind, aged, or disabled.

It has been our sad experience In the
past that whenever the social security
benefits are increased, the net result for
these, probably the most deserving of
social security recipients, has been no
increase at all. The reason for this Is
that the States have reduced the welfare
assistance by an amount equal to the
increase in social security benefits which
the States contend Is Income.

If we are going to provide increased
incomes In order to meet the rising cost
of living for these people, we should do
just that and insure that the benefits are
given to those elderly blind and disabled
welfare recipients who deserve it. This
15-percent increase we are voting here
today should in no way be a windfall for
the State welfare department and pro-
visions must be made In the final
analysis, that the increase we vote be
passed on to the beneficiary.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to mention this
specifically because the provisions to In-
sure this are contained In the Senate
bill and hope that in the final analysis,
the Senate bill will prevail as far as this
aspect is concerned. I am sure that If
H.R. 15095 came to us in a manner In
which it could be subject to an amend-
ment, that this language would be In-
corporated into the bill by the House of
Representatives.

With this comment, Mr. Speaker, I
would like to conclude with a strong
endorsement for HR. 15095.

Mr. DINGEL1 Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means is to be com-
mended for coming forward in an ex-
peditious fashion with H.R. 15095, the
proposed Social Security Amendments of
1969. The 15-percent across-the-board
increase in social security benefits pro-
vided in this measure is sorely needed
by recipients to meet substantially in-
creased living costs.

The legislation properly makes ad-
justments in minimum and maximum
benefit levels which reflect the 15-percent
general increase.

I also am pleased that the legisla-
tion provides that the general increase
in benefit payments shall become effec-
tive on January 1, 1970. Unfortunately,
the time required for bookkeeping
changes is such that the increases will
not show up in beneficiaries' checks until
April 1970. However, it Is my understand-
ing that the Social Security Administra-
tion will Include a retroactive payment
in the checks mailed on April 1, 1970, so
that beneficiaries will in due course re-
ceive the additional payments.

The legislation recommended by the
committee goe; Well beyond that ad-
ministration's proposal for a 10-percent
across-the-board increase both in terms
of the size of the Increase and its due
date. I feel that the committee's reconi.
mendation is very much more equitable
than is that of the administration. In
fact, I believe that to be fully equitable
the legislation should be more generous
than that proposed by the committee.

However, in view of President Nixon's
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veto threat the committee's proposal Is
probably the best that can be hoped for
at this time.

This being the case I want to voice
my support of H.R. 15095.

However, I look upon H.R,. 15095 as
essentially a stopgap measure. The Com-
mittee on Wags and Means has promised
to proceed with Its full scale review of
the social security program. I am confi-
dent that the committee will report out
an omnibus reform measure early next
year which I hope will include, among
other things, provisions for cost-of-living
benefit increases, substantial liberallza-
tion of disability provisions, improve-
ments in the medicare program, and
necessary financing revisions.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
support H.R. 15095, to provide a 15-per-
cent across-the-board increase in social
security benefits.

The need for this change cannot, In
my mind, be overemphasized. According
to the Census Bureau, there are today
19,530,000 persons, nearly 10 percent of
our country's population, who are 65
years old or older. Of this group nearly
18 million receive social security benefits
and, for the most part, these 18 million
persons rely on their social security bene-
fits to live.

A few older people work. Many, how-
ever, are forced to retire; many justifi-
ably wish to retire, many cannot work
because of poor health, and many are
widows who lack training and work ex-
perience.

In earlier times the problems of old
age, disability and unemployment did not
constitute major potential problems. In
those times a higher death rate at
younger ages, the need for farm labor,
and the family farm usually provided
social care for the aged and disabled. To-
day, however, the social, cultural and
economic forces have changed. We have
a large, and growing group of older citi-
zens. We are faced with'an economy that
is causing untold hardship on people
with fixed Incomes.

In our industrialized society, there is a
premium placed on youth. What this
means is that many of our older citizens
are forced to retire at a designated age
and they are unable to find jobs to sup-
plement their retirement pensions. The
increasing urbanization of our society
has resulted in a shortage of space in
young families to provide even room for
older relations. In addition, the cost of
maintenance of an older relative cain be
crushing and burdensome to younger
families whose limited resources are al-
ready stretched.

It was the promotion of these condi-
tions, exacerbated by the depression, that
led to the adoption of the Social Secu-
rity Aàt of 1935. The basic premises of
the Social Security Act of 1935 have been
accepted throughout this country. What
has not been fully recognized is that once
we accept the social security system, in-
ter alia, we must make sure that it pro-
vides adequate coverage for people who
rely on it. I know from firsthand experi-
ence the hardships faced by our retired
citizens. When I am home in the district,
I hold neighborhood meetings in which
my constituents discuss problems that
require legislation. It it heart-rending to
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see justifiably proud retired people ask-
ing for congressional relief from the low
and inadequate social security benefits.
I do not have to tell the Members of this
body the difficulty people over 65 have
trying to live on a minimum social secu-
rity payment of $55 per month.

According to the Social Security Ad-
ministration, the average payment to
persons over 65 is a mere $98 a month. Is
it any wonder then that in this period of
galloping Inflation, this pittance is in-
sufficient to cover the bare necessities of
life? I realize that many older citizens
have additional sources of income, but
there are literally millions who rely solely
on their social security benefits.

Elderly persons on fixed income can-
not continue to exist in their present
circumstances. This bill will provide a
15-percent across-the-board increase in
social security benefits, effective January
1, 1970. It also allo's for the following
additional benefits: First, increase in the
minimum benefit from $55 to $64 for sin-
gle persons and $82.50 to $96 for couples;
second, Increase the special payments for
persons 72 and over from $40 to $46 for
single persons and $60 to. $69 for cou-
ples; and third, provide maximum bene-
fit increases of $218 to $250 for single
persons and from $323 to $476 for couple.

My colleague, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. V*xn) has recently said on
the floor of the House that Mr. Robert
Myers, respected actuary for the social
security system, concluded that a 15-per-
cent across-the-board increase could be
made in social security benefits without
increasing the taxable base or the taxable
rate.

In addition, Mr. William Hayward, dis-
trict manager of the Social Security Ad-
ministration In my home district of Oak-
land, has informed me that a 15-percent
Increase falls in line with actuarial estl-
ates of the elderly's needs.

Mr. Hayward stated that a 15-percent
increase would cover past increases in
the cost of living and also bring the mini-
mum benefits to a liveable standard.

Mr. Speaker, this is a matter of urgent
importance. We can no longer afford to
Ignore and bypass those of our people
who live on fixed incomes and who rely
on social security as their main means of
existence. For all practical purposes, it
is these people who, In large measure,
bear the cruel and unfair burden of in-
flation. This bill represents a marked im-
provement In our social security system—
an improvement long overdue. I urge the
support of my colleagues for this Impor-
tant bill.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I hope that
the committee will act quickly next ses-
sion, as I am Informed they will, to fur-
ther modify the social security laws.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
place myself firmly on record in support
of the proposal on which we will be vot..
lag today which increases social security
benefits by 15 percent across the board.
These increases would become effective
this coming January.

Because of devastating rises in the
cost of living over the last few years,
many of the elderly simply cannot get by
any longer without an upward adjust-
ment In benefits. Inflation has been
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ruinous to the small, fixed incomes upon
which they must rely.

Furthermore, because of an existing
surplus in the old age and survivors fund,
this increase in benefits will not neces-
sitate any increase in withholding tax
rates among employees and employers,
who are also suffering from the sharp
pinch of inflation.

It is to be hoped, therefore, that the
House will speedily approve the recom-
mendatiops of our Ways and Means
Committee, so that final action can be
completed before Congress adjourns.

Mr. FAScELL. Mr. Speaker, since
monthly social security benefits were
first paid in 1940, there have been in-
creases from time to time to take into
account rises in the cost of living as well
as to improve the economic position of
social security beneficiaries. The most
recent increase was provided by the So-
cial Security Amendments of 1967 and
was effective with the benefits payable
for February 1968.

Between February 1968 and October
of this year, the consumer price index
rose approximately 9.1 percent from
119.0 to 129.8. Moreover, It can be ex-
pected to rise an additional 2 percent or
so before the Increased social security
benefits are received next April.

The need for a social security benefit
increase at this time is obvious. As the
report of the Ways and Means Commit-
tee points out, recent revisions in the
cost estimates for the social security
pr'gram show that a 15 percent benefit
Increase is possible at this time with no
Increase in social security taxes. In ad-
dition, the evidence presented to the
Committee showed a positive need for
an immediate across-the-board increase
in benefits.

wish to congratulate the chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee for
bringing this matter to the floor as
quickly as he did and to urge swift pas-
sage of this proposal.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, as a
sponsor of similar legislation, I most
earnestly urge and hope that this House
will speedily approve this bill, H.R. 15095,
to provide at least a 15-percent acrOss-
the-board increase in benefits under the
old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance program, an increase that is desper-
ately needed by millions of older people
in this country today.

it Is an established but unfortunate
fact that an insufficiept income is still
the major problem deeply distressing
over one-third of the some 25 million
Americans, now over 65 years of age.

Mr. Speaker, it Is a further harsh real-
ity that insufficient income will continue
to be the major problem of most all of
our senior citizens If we do not promptly
approve social security benefit increases.

It Is inconceivable to expect some 25
million Americans, all nearly totally de-
pendent upon social security benefits,
to exist on income that is at or very near
the poverty level.

Today, one out of every eight Ameri-
cans count on their monthly social se-
curity check. fpr the mere essentials of
a decent life and the stark economic fact
Is that their present check is not large
enough to provide these essentials.
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Therefore, Mr. Speaker, the imperative
need of these social security recipients,
in the face of continuous inflationary ad-
vances, In the costs of every service, food
staple and medicine necessary to mini-
mal living in this affluent land is an im-
mediate and substantial increase in their
social security benefits and allowances.

Let us, then, in simple justice, enact
and approve this proposed increase be-
fore us, without delay, while we look for-
ward to further and essential improve-
ments in our social security system in the
near future, such as automatic cost-of-
living increases, reduction of the retire-
ment eligibility age, income ceiling elim-
ination, liberalization of the definition of
disability, and many other strengthening
changes that I and others have proposed
to bring this social security system into
more realistic accord with the demands
of our modern economy and to enable
our older citizens to improve the quality
of their lives in this country, for which
and to which they have sacrificed and
contributed so much, in the past.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of H.R. 15095 to pro-
vide urgently needed increases in social
security benefits.

The some 25 million now receiving
benefits under this program are the
elderly, disabled and their dependents,
and widows and orphans. This group is
the least able to bear the cruel brunt of
inflation. The impact of the spiral in liv-
ing costs has undermined the value of
every social security check—three-quar-
ters of the recipients are older Americans
to whom the check generally represents
the greater part of total income. Millions
of younger people receive benefits under
the disability or survivor provisions.
Again, I say, these groups can ill afford
these losses.

Our older citizens have had some $3
billion in purchasing power taken away
by inflation since 1965. Even with the 7-
percent increase in 1965 and the 13 per-
cent last February, the benefits are worth
less than they were in 1958 and the 15-
percent increase will compensate for the
erosion that has taken place and allow
them to live in some degree of dignity.

We must act now to protect the needy,
the elderly, and less fortunate—those
who have a very modest means of liveli-
hood. We can defer consideration of
time-consuming reforms needed In the
overall program but we cannot defer any
longer the worsening economic condi-
tions of the millions who benefit by the
program. We must remedy the real losses
suffered by those who now receive social
security benefits by increasing payments
to meet today's prices.

Mr. Speaker, I urge and support im-
mediate action to alleviate the hardships
of those who must depend on these bene-
fits to live.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 15095, a bill which pro-
vides an across-the-board increase of 15
percent in social security benefits.

The need for this legislation is clear
and pressing. Many of our elderly and
disabled citizens rely upon their social
security payments as their sole source of
Income, and in these times of skyrocket-
ing prices it is no wonder that people
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such as they who are on fIxef Incomes
have a difficult time making ends meet.
The cost of living has risen 9.7 percent
since February 1968 when the last social
security increase was voted. It, Is Incuni-
bent upon Congress to raise payments as
much as we can within the limits of fiscal
responsibility. On September 9, I joined
with a number of my colleagues in calling
upon the Ways and Means Committee to
open hearings on social security legisla-
tion and I then maintained that an In-
crease of at least 15 percent was in order.
At that time I stated my belief that such
an increase could be granted without a
tax increase and I am pleased to know
that the committee report on this bill
bears out my belief. The rise in payrolls
also provides a rise in payroll taxes.

I congratulate Chairman WILBUR D.
MILLS and the Ways and Means Commit-
tee for recognizing the need for increased
payments and for speedily reporting out
this bill, and also for making the consid-
eration of other social security reform
proposals the first order of business when
the Congress reconvenes next year.

Twenty-five million elderly or disabled
people, widows, and orphans who now re-
ceive monthly social security payments
will directly benefit from this measure,
and I urge my colleagues to suspend the
rules and pass the bill.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to have this opportunity to lend
my wholehearted and unqualified sup-
port to the action of the House today in
approving a 15-percent benefit increase
for all recipients of social security pay-
ments. I have over the years strongly
supported across-the-board increases in
benefits to enable our senior citizens to
at least partially cope with the ever
spiraling cost of living. Earlier this year
I specifically recommended a 15-percent
increase, retroactive to January 1 of this
year. While I am disappointed that the
Increase was not made retroactive, I am
nevertheless gratified that the House has
acted expeditiously to grant desperately
needed relief to the millions of social
security beneficiaries across the Nation.
The House bill proposes that the 15-
percent increase become effective with
the benefits payable for January 1970
and I. hope the Senate will agree to
prompt approval of the House bill so that
the legislation will be enacted before the
first of the year. The President has
pledged his support of the proposed in-
crease If it is sent to him as a separate
bill and, since the House has now passed
such a bill, I would hope the Senate will
cooperate In speeding the bill to the
White House for signature.

As a longtime supporter of legislation
for the benefit of our senior citizens liv-
ing on limited social security payments,
I can see no more urgent business before
us than the immediate enactment of the
proposed increase, As the representative
of a district where a large number of
senior citizens reside, I can personally
attest to the undeniable need of our
retirees for immediate economic relief
to help them to afford the most basic
necessities of life, and to thus live with
dignity.

I have also In the past stropgly rec-
ommended the enactment of legislation
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to provide for automatic increases in so-
cial security benefits as the cost of liv-
ing Increases, As living costs rise, those
presently employed receive increased
wages to help them meet this rise. Fur-
ther, certain groups of retirees already
enjoy automatic cost-of-living increases.
I believe it is only equitable that social
secuiity recipients should be entitled to
automatic increases as well and I want
to again recommend, in future legisla-
tion, that a provision for such automatic
increases be included, along with certain
other proposals I have suggested, includ-
ing increases in the amount of outside
earnings permitted without loss of ben-
efits, and the inclusion of prescription
drugs under medicare coverage.

Again, I am pleased to join my col-
leagues today in supporting passage of
the current 15-percent increase bill and
I respectfully urge Its immediate ap-
pr'wal by the Senate.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of H.R. 15095, providing
for an across-the-board increase in
social security benefits 0.1 15 percent ef-
fective January 1, 1970.

This action is imperative in view of the
inflation that has occurred since the last
cost-of-living adjustment some two years
ago. It is obvious that if we do not act
now we are requiring 25 million Ameri-
cans—the elderly, the disabled, the
widows, and orphans—to take further
benefit reductions in terms of real
income.

The bill before us today does not in-
clude all of the reforms that are needed
in our social security system. While I had
hoped that the committee's study of these
other areas would have been completed
by now, it is apparent that more review
and deliberation is necessary. At the
earliest possible date I believe the Ways
and Means Committee must, and I have
every reason to believe that it will, re-
sume consideration of these areas. I am
encouraged by the assurances given by
Chairman MILLS Ifl this regard. I would
particularly hope that favorable
consideration would be given to the
Administration's request for automatic
cost-of-living benefit increases in order
to eliminate the problem of these benefits
lagging behind the rest of the economy.
I also want to urge that changes be made
in the retirement test to minimize as
much as possible the present limitations
which stifle the incentive to work. Too
many of our people in their later years
are having a difficult enough time as it is
without being penalized for wanting to
supplement their modest incomes. I
further agree with the President's recom-
mendation that the level of permissible
outside earnings be tied automatically
to the cost of living to insure continued
fairness. The administration proposal
that would permit a widow at age 65 to
receive the full benefits of the amount
her husband would have received at age
65, rather than the 82'/2 percent as under
present law, should also be adopted.

These are just some of the areas that
need action. By what we do today, we are
making a good start but we must make
these other concerns the first order of
business next year and finish the job.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, this day Is
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long overdue for 25 million Americans
who draw social security. HR. 15095,
•granting a 15 percent across-the-board
increase In all forms of social security
benefits, will mean much to the disabled,
the elderly, widows, orphans, and re-
tirees. In the 21st Congressional dis-
trict of Illinois we now have approxi-
mately69,00O persons drawing social se-
curity benefits with total annual pay-
ments of over $74 million. When this
bill becomes, law it will mean an addi-
tional $11,800,000 per year to my people.

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned that
some beneficiaries will not get the 15-
percent increase effective January 1 be-
cause they are drawing public aid, vet-
erans pensions, miners pensions, and
other supplementary income, because the
States or other agencies will merely re-
duce the other pensions or public aid by
the 15-percent increase we are allowing
here. I am happy that my distinguished
friend, the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. MILLS), has given us assurance that
this matter will be considered by his com-
mittee on Ways and Means in January.
These people are entitled to both pen-
sions and I certainly want to see them
get both. I want to commend the gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS) and his
entire committee for reporting out the
social security bill for passage. I am
happy to be a cosponsor of this needed
legislation;

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, the pas-
sage of HR. 15095; legislation providing
for a 15-percent increase In social secu-
rity for over 25 million social security
recipients throughout the Nation will,
indeed, be welcome news for milliohs of
our citizens who are struggling to meet
the unreasonable high cost of living bur-
dens which exist today.

I wish to commend the Ways and
Means Committee of the House for re-
porting favorably on this legislation and
also for the committee's long and ardu-
ous work in this session to enact a gen-
eral tax reform bill for the first time in
almost 25 years.

When the members of the Ways and
Means Committee come before our Rules
Committee each year with tax legisla-
tion, I have been urging them to present
the Congress with an effective tax reform
bill for the last 8 or 10 years. In this ses-
sion the Ways and Means Committee
started in January and held over 4
months of hearings and reported out a
tax reform bill which was passed by the
House several months ago and was acted
on by the Senate last week. The confer-
ence committee, composed of five mem-
bers of the Senate Finance Committee
and five members of the Ways and Means
Committee, began deliberations today to
iron out and compromise on the differ-
ences between the tax reform bill passed
by the House and the bill passed by the
Senate last week. If the conferees will
only keep in mind the necessity to aid
the millions of salary and wage earners,
and elderly and retired folks over the
Nation, to help in meeting the high cost
of living, It will not only contribute con-
siderably to restoring unemployment but
relieve the threat of a possible depression
over the Nation.
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Older folks will remember that the

greatest depression In the history of the
country took place in the early 1930's and
was caused by millions of unemployed,
low wages, and lack of buying power. In
those days, Industry, manufacturers,
banks, and real estate operators were
making big profits but when the public
buying power became low, factories and
business slackened or closed—over 14
million were out of work and the financial
pillars of our Government were shattered.
Our system of Government was on the
verge of collapse. Communist agitators
were active in the major cities of our Na-
tion creating more discontent and con-
sternation among the unemployed and
the millions who were on relief rolls. It
took over 10 years during the middle
1930's to rebuild the foundation of our
economic system and establish prosperity
and buying power for our citizens.

I do hope the conference committee,
when they return their verdict on the tax
reform bill, will not disregard the fact
that this social security increase legisla-
tion, the $200 Increase In Federal tax ex-
emption to millions of families, will be a
major stroke in building a barrier against
the threat of another depression. The
theory expounded that increasing the
buying power of millions will create in-
flation is a fallacy. High interest rates,
high proflt.s, and high prices created by
profiteers is the basic foundation that
creates inflation which was demonstrated
in the 1920's and brought on the great
depression of the early 1930's.

If the Congress could only resist the
powerful lobbies that infest Washington
and eliminate the fabulous, and in most
cases, fraudulent loopholes so that the
billions of dollars which are now enjoyed
by tax-dodging Industries and corpora-
tions, it would aid in relieving the tax
burden on the salary and wage earners
who constitute the buying power of the
country and prosperity and full employ-
ment could be restored.

I do hope that the Ways and Means
Committee in the next session of Con-
gress will continue the good work that it
has only started In this first session of
the 91st Congress and equalize the tax
burden and relieve the burden on wage
and salary and low-income citizens who
pay almost two-thirds of the Federal
taxes of the Nation.

I congratulate the Ways and Means
Committee and the Congress for making
a good start on tax refonn in this the
first session of the .91st Congress.,

Mr. PEPPER.. Mr. Speaker, we are all
deeply gratified that the able chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee brings
before the House this afternoon H.R.
15095 providing for a 15-percent across-
the-board lücrease for all benficiarles of
the social security program. While a 15-
percent Increase for all social security
beneficiaries is very much better than
the 10 percent the Président recom-
mended It little more than makes up for
the cost-of-living increase which social
security beneficiaries have had to bear.
We all recognize that a 15-percent in-
crease In social security benefits however
desirable as an emergency measure is
grossly inadequate to meet the needs of
our citizens who are social security bene-.

ficiaries—many of whom wholly or large-
ly •are dependent for their livelihood
upon their social security benefits. I have
introduced and presented to the Ways
and Means Committee HR. 14745 which
increases all social security benefits 25
percent for the present, provides a min-
imum of $100 a month and in many re-
spects expands our social security pro-
gram in a way I deemed to be very much
needed. My able friend from New York
(Mr. GILBERT) has pending before the
Ways and Means CommIttee, HR. .14430,
providing for a 20-percent increase in
social security benefits and in many
other commendable ways expanding our
present social security law. I would sup-
port Mr. GILBERT'S bill as well as mine if
it appears that that, bill has the best
chance of future passage. I will support
the best bill we can get to meet the
tragic need of the social security bene-
ficiaries of this country, so many of
whom either wholly or largely are de-
pendent for their living upon what they
derive under social security legislation.

But the pending b111 providing for an
Increase of 15 percent In social security.
benefits across the board effective Janu-
ary 1 is a very excellent beginning by
this House in the adoption of' an en-
larged and expanded social security pro-
gram consistent with the needs of the
people of this country. I am hoping that
we shall be able very much to expand
this program and increase the benefits
of it during l9'70 and 1 hope early in the
year.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted that at long last this fine bill,
increasing social security' benefits across
the board by 15 percent has come be-
fore the House for action. Of course, It
will be unanimously passed In this body.

I compliment the able, distinguished
chairman and the committee members
for bringing It to the floor. While I was
hoping that it would be here before, I am
nevertheless, very happy and grateful
that it has come to be passed by our
eager membership before Christmas. I
know that the committee has worked
laboriously and very ably to produce this
bill.

Sometime ago, I introduced my own
bill, H.R. 11603 also providing for a 15-
percent Increase in social security bene-
fits across the board. I did this, even
though I felt that the plight of social
security recipients in these days of high
inflation, exorbitant prices and living
costs warranted a much higher increase
than the one authorized by the bill.

There were those who hesitated to ac
cept the 15-percent increase proposal be-
cause they said the President would not
sign such a bill.

With this conclusion, I did not agree,
because I believed the President, not-
withstanding his reservations because of
the high budget would, nevertheless, sign
the bill, and because he will be con-
vinced, as we are, that It is just, right,
proper and urgently needed.

I also found out sometime ago from
the actuaries handling the social security
funds that a 15-percent raise wnuld be
poft1e this year, because present funds
In the pool would justify that kind of
withdrawal, and this is another very

strong argument: namely, that the bill.
is not going to cost the Treasury ahy-
thing from the national revenues.

While I am greatly de'ighted and en-
thused that Congress is passing this bill,
I still remain very 'much concerned about
skyrocketing costs, and the inadequacy
of current, social programs.

I think one of the most critical ques-
tions pending in 'the country today is
the rapid development of poverty condi-
tions affecting social security and old age
assistance recipients and victims of hun-
ger and privation' in this country.

It must be obvious to anyone who un-
derstands current benefit allowances that
these fine people—veterans of industry,
agriculture, the professions, and other
callings in American life, who worked
hard during their active, gainful years
to sustain and educate their families—
and now in their declining years, find
themselves without the means to support
themselves In common decency, must be
helped now.

I have been a longtime supporter of
social security. Before 'I came to Con-
gress in my early youth and later, when
I worked at different times, during col-
lege vacations, under the great late Sen-
ator David I. Walsh of Massachusetts,
on the Senate side, I played an active
role in helping to shape up the original
social security bill and related legisla-
tion.

I was never satisfied, however, with the
benefits, nor with the particular over-,
all plan, that was set up then asthe basis
of the original bill presented to the Con-
gress.

I had other thoughts about the way
the social security problems should be
handled but they entailed a merger of
various concepts relating to social se-
curity and survivor benefits, sickness,
health, and unemployment compensa-
tion, which would provide adequate, an-
nual Income to cover the needs of our
older people, adjusted to economic in-
dexes and price levels, so that these bene-
fits would fall and rise with the general
prosperity and price levels In the coun-
try, and thus do justice to many ordi-
nary people in their advanced years.

While labor, industry, and the Con-
gress, to some considerable extent have
sought to Implement these principles, 'I
am sorry to state that the Federal Gov-
ernment has not as yet done so fittingly,
nor I's it moving fast enough, by. any
means, to correct the 'shortcomings, in-
adequacies and maladjustments that
exist in social security, medicare, and
medicaid, hospitalization and other
basic, urgently needed, social programs.

However,. I will not elaborate on this
subject at this time, because I merely
want to get across this idea—that social
security benefits and medical benefits
programs, across the board, and other re-
lated program's to help the aged and re-
tired people and, the disabled, are not
functioning properly, adequately or ef-
ficiently in our society at the present
thne. I blame no one for this, but urge
corrective action to come to grips with
these programs.

Let me insi&t that these benefits are
woefully inadequate in this modern age
of skyrocketing prices, hospital costs, and
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medical fees, drugs, medicines, rents,
and about everything else we use in this
economy necessary for comfort and
decency in sustaining tolerable, condi-
tions in the home, and providing proper
care and treatment in event of disability
and sickness.

It Is obvious that current funds and
administrative mechanisms cannot do
this job, as they are presently consti-
tuted.

Congress should and must, as I have
urged many times, move in these areas
without further delay, not just with a
design to do patchwork, but with a
major purpose and plan to reorganize,
revamp, reshape, reconstitute and, If
necessary, consolidate, all the agencies
that are involved, above all, to find a
way to meet the mandatory demands
and needs of the aged, the disabled,
elderly people, and retirees in this coun-
try, who cannot possibly get along as
they are at present, but must have much
larger incomes to keep body and soul
together, to pay for necessary food,
clothing, medical care, and other needs,
to make these people as comfortable,
and happy as possible in their advanced
years.

This cannot be a casual, short-time,
stop-gap program. It must be a concen-
trated, broad, long-time, accelerated
drive featuring recodification, restruc-
ture, and new aiinements of the con-
tributions, grants, entitlements, services,
and fund benefits to make this great,
social legislation what it should be, to
do the big job that has to be done, to res-
cue our older people from dire poverty,
and speedily give them a place of com-
fort, decency, and adequate care and
services of many kinds that they need
to live as decent human beings. Speed,
scope, simplification, effiolency, system,
and sense must prevail in such a mas-
sive, corrective, and renovative effort.

I hope that the leadership of the Con-
gress will give this matter top priority
as a great national program, which can-
not be subordinated, downgraded or de-
ferred, but must be restructured on a
crash basis to meet current contmgen-
des and urgent social needs of count-
less fellow citizens and residents of our
country now and in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I intend to continue my
labors to press for early consideration
and action on such a program. Few
things have higher priority in our con-
temporary society than prompt justice
for social security recipients and other
people in advanced years.

I urge our appropriate committees to
plan and carry out a crash basis pro-
gram in this field.

Congress must act now.
Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.

Speaker, I am happy to vote for an In-
crease in social security benefits. I do not
consider this an ideal reform of the so-
cial security law nor a sufficient increase
in benefits. But I know that more com-
prehensive and substantial changes In
the social security law will be forthcom-
ing in the second session of this Congress,
and I certainly hope it will be In the early
part of the second session.

At the beginning of the 91st Congress,
I supported as a minimum 15-percent
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across-the-board increase in social se-
curity benefits with automatic cost-of-
living increases. I still believe that this
is the absolute minimum increase that
must be enacted. I have supported and
will continue to fight for legislation that
will contain these improvements in the
social security system:

First, two 20-percent across-the-board
benefit increases—the first on January
1, 1970, and the second on January 1,
1972, and a two-step boost in the mini-
mum benefit bringing it to $120 a month
by the beginning of 1972.

Second, base a worker's social security
benefit on his highest 10 years' earnings
out of any 15 consecutive years after
1950.

Third, at age 65, provide a widow's
benefit amounting to 100 percent of the
deceased spouse's benefit—the present
law limits It to 81½ percent at age 65.

Fourth, for beneficiaries who continue
working, increase the income a person
can earn and still get full social security
benefits.

Fifth, raise the lump sum death benefit
to $500.

Sixth, reduce the disability benefit
waiting period from 6 months to 3
months and liberalize the definition of
disability.

Seventh, eliminate the age-50 limita-
tion for disabled widows and increase the
benefit for them to that of regular
widows' benefits.

Eighth, do away with the requirement
that men who retire at age 62 must corn-
put their average earnings by including
years up to age 65, thus lowering their
retirement benefits excessively.

It Is difficult for me to Imagine that
anyone could be opposed to these neces-
sary and minimum increases in social
security benefits, It is impossible, abso-
lutely impossible for any senior citizen
to live a healthy life in a decent en-
vironment on present social security ben-
efit levels .1 would ask anyone to try to
live on anything near $100 a month. With
that type of income, one can have no
recreation, only a half decent diet, poor
housing facilities and no new clothing,
even infrequently.

Adequate social security benefits are
the right of those people who have con-
tributed to the social security system or
have worked during their earlier years.
Every man who has worked in the United
States has contributed to the growth and
productivity of this Nation. He deserves
to share in the weaith of that nation
and to partake in the bountiful goods he
has helped make available. It is our duty
in the Congress to provide those retired
persons with sufficient funds to have a
decent and happy retirement. They must
not be plagued with thoughts of where
the next meal will come from, they must
not be forced to deny themselves a movie
because it would mean less food on the
table.

There are those few who say that this
Increase or any further increases will be
inflationary. Perhaps this added increase,
which will surely go for staples and very
minor pleasure, will be inflationary. I am
not so sure, it wIll be. But even if it Is,
I am somewhat bemused by those stal-
wart opponents of inflation that are quite
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willing to fight the artificial expansion
of our economy with unemployment, de-
creases In homebuilding, and the inade-
quate income of our senior citizens. I do
not know why recipients of social securi-
ty, the working man, and postal workers
always have to bear the brunt of anti-
inflation measures, particularly the sen-
ior citizens, Those people on fixed in-
comes suffer the most from inflation.
They get the same number of dollars,
but each dollar is worth less. Why must
they be asked to hold the line to resist
the inflation caused by others? Why
must those who suffer the most be asked
to suffer some more to benefit the whole?
I would rather see cuts in nonessential
defense spending and our space program
than to deny an increase In social secur-
ity or funds for medical research, or pro-
viding food for the hungry. For the
elderly and the poor can least afford In-
flation and most critically need added
income during inflationary periods.

The senior citizens of this Nation
helped to build it. Most of them contrib-
uted to social security in the belief that
it would provide for them in their old
age. We must keep that promise and
massive increments in social security
benefits are necessary to do so. This In-
crease is the right, not a privilege, but the
right of every senior citizen, and if there
is anyone here who thinks this 15, percent
increase is sufficient, I would like him to
read the following acticle from the Bos-
ton Record American of Tuesday, Decem-
ber 9. At the present time in the United
States there are 2.1 million people re-
ceiving the minimum social security pay-
ment of $55 a month and 53,000 disa-
bility workers who receive the minimum
allotment. In many States, including the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, these
people will not benefit from the socia.l
security increase we passed today. Every
additional dollar they get from social
security is counted as Increased income
against old age assistance. After the so-
cial security amendments of 1967, I,
along with many of my colleagues, spon-
sored legislation that would not allow
increases in social security to be counted
against old age assistance. I have spoken
with the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee about a need for a
change in the law so that legislation
passed by the Congress to increase the
inôome of our neediest citizens will not
be thwarted and these people will get
the gains and benefits they so rightly de-
serve.

I submit the following article:
FIFTEEN PERCENT INCREASE WON'T BE HELP

TO SS NEEDIEST
Nearly 52,000 of the neediest Social Security

pensioners in Massachusetts and 1.81 mIllion
In the nation won't receive a penny more
when and if Congress approves the 15 percent
increase in SS payments.

Involved In that group are the people whose
income is so low that it is supplemented by
Old Age Assistance.

Under present laws, persons receiving state
welfare payments—called Old Age Assistance
In Massachusetts—are allowed a fixed
amount of income.

That total.lncludes any Income from Social
Security.

If the SS allotment Is Increased the in-
crease must be deducted from the state wel-
fare figure set for the recipient.
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Presently, the average monthly payment

for Old Age Assistance reciolents in Massa-
chusetts is $155.26.

It is expectedthe cost of living increase will
push that figure to $156.70.

And there are expected to be nearly 55,000
OAA recipients in the state next year.

If the 15 percent Social Security Increase
comes through as expected, they will actually
get the Social Sedurity increase but that
amount will be deducted from their OAA pay-
ments, so that, in effect, they will not receive
any more money.

The state Dept. of Public Welfare has a
budget of $101,700,000 for the fiscal year,
1970, and a 15 percent Social Security in-
crease will actually benefit the department as
it will be able to slice its OAA payments.

The House Ways and Means Committee was
aware that the needy would not benefit by
the 15 percent increase when the legislation
was drafted.

However, it was felt it could not get in-
volved in the intricacies of welfare legislation
and still produce a Social Security increase
bill in time for enactment this year.

It is expected the problem will be consider-
ed early next year when the committee un-
dertakes extensive overhaul of both the Social
Security system and the welfare program.

In Massachusetts, Sen. Sam Harmon (I)-
Mattapan) has already filed a bill for con-
sideration next year to make any Social
Security increases non-deductible from
monthly checks of Old Age Assistance re'&
cipients.

One way to ease the situation would be for
the states to re-estimate minimum living
budgets; thus giving all welfare recipients
an increase.

There are more than 25 million Social
Security beneficiaries in the nation. Included
are 12.4 million retired workers, including 2.1
million receiving the minimum payment of
$55 monthly, and 1.3 millIon disabled work-
ers, among whom 53,000 receive mini-
mum.

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Speaker, I whole-
heartedly join in support of HR. 15095
to provide an across-the-board increase
In social security benefits of 15 percent
for the 25 million elderly people, disabled
people, and their dependents, and widows
and orphans who now get monthly so-
cial security benefits. Were it not for the
terrible effect of inflation on our citizens
with fixed income, one might be led to
believe that 15 percent as provided by
the bill was a very sizable increase in
benefits. However, Mr. Speaker, Inflation
has taken care long ago of this increase,
and the bill that is before us now is ab-
solutely necessary and even long past
due to take care of the mounting needs
of our citizens now on social security and
those soon to be Included.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the social security amendments
of 1969 as included In HR. 15095 and
urge the adoption of the committee bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, to start at
the beginning, I should like to state the
plight of older Americans in a simple.
nonstatistical way, using the words of
one of my constituents. With straight-
forward declarative eloquence, this farm-
er explained:

My machinery is getting old like I am.

Then, after discussing the hardships
ahead, this 62-year-old man—a farmer
for 40 years—wrote:

I hope you see fit to pass some kind of
bill to retire gracefully and still keep our
farm.
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His statements are worth repeating
because of the axion that no one ever
really believes he will grow old. When
an older American speaks for his gen-
eration so poignantly, even the youngest
vIember of this House can appreciate
what it is like to realize that the past
Is outdistancing the future.

Mr. Speaker, I support this legislation
to Increase social security benefits by
15 percent, effective January 1. It will
mean a timely boost for the 25 million
people—the elderly, the disabled, the
widows and orphans—who now receive
monthly social security paymehts.

As the Ways and Means Committee
acknowledges in its rePort on this bill,
there was-—and is—"a pressing and ur-
gent need for an increase in social se-
curity payments." Just as significantly,
the committee has promised to make so-
cial security programs its first order of
business when the Congress reconvenes
next month. I commend the committee
for delivering this 15-percent benefit
increase, but I hope we can go further
before dropping social security consid-
erations.

Areas where additional action is need-
ed include

First. A greater increase in the mini-
mum payment than is contained in the
bill. A fiat 15-percent increase is not as
fair as it should be to those who re-
ceive the minimum social security bene-
fit.

Second. Provision for automatic cost-
of-living adjustments in social security
payments.

Third. Provisions assuring pensioners
that increases In social security wifi not
result in a disproportionate decrease in
veterans or other types of pension bene-
fits.

In the 90th Congress, for example,
when social security benefits were in-
creased, over 173,000 persons conse-
quently lost veteran's pension benefits.
This produced a significant hardship on
many of our older persons.

The Ways and Means Committee's bill
would Increase social security payouts
by $1.7 billion through the middle of
1970, for the worthy purpose of helping
Americans face old age or disability
with dignity.

When the Congress can provide
money for supersonic transports and
extra moon shots, we ought to be able
to provide that dignified retirement for
elderly Americans.

Mr. Speaker, as you know, the Sen-
ate's social secilrity reform includes
raising the minimum benefit from $55
to $100 per month, I would hope the
House conferees on the tax reform bill
would give strong consideration to as-
cepting this Senate provision so that
we can pass much more adequate social
security legislation.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, the pas-
sage of HR. 15095 is the vehicle by
which 25,000,000 recipients of social se-
curity benefits can start the new year
with some reassurance that they have
not been forgotten by the Congress of
the United States. It is a privilege to
support H.R. 15095 and, yet it Is *lth
a sense of some guilt that this increase

H 12403

has not been acted upon much. earlier
and that we delayed our action until
so late in the year.

On May 15, 1969, HR.. 11348was in-
troduced by a member of the Ways and
Means Committee, the gentleman from
'Ohio (Mr. VANIK) for himself and on
behalf of 24 others including myself.
Then 5 days later, I introduced by own
bill, H,R, 11495, which was substanitla,lly
similar to HR. 11348. Both bills called
for a 15-percent increase long before
committee consideration. This was at
a time when the administration was
suggesting a 7 percent social security
increase, Much later the present admin-
istration came up to 10-percent Increase
in social security payments hut not to
be effective until April 1, 1970.

Relying on my conversations with sev-
eral friends on the House Committee on
Ways and Means, I was assured the 15-
percent increase would be actuarily
sound and now today in the well of the
House Chairman MILLs proved that point
by saying there was an actuarial surplus
of 1.16 percent of taxable payroll which
would be an amount sufficient to meet
the cost of a 15-percent benefit increase.

It is discouraging to hear minority
Members on the other side of the aisle
say the passage of this increase will be a
symptomatic relief of one of the facts of
inflation and proceed to be concerned
that this increase will contribute toward
inflation. We all want to fight inflation
but do we want to fight it at the peril of
driving our senior citizens into poverty?

Last week the House passed the so-
called poverty bill. Some few of its pro-
visions may be meritorious. Many others
are not. But if we go ahead today and ap-
prove this 15-percent across-the-board
increase in social security payments, and
the other body acts promptly we will be
taking a step in the right direction to
fight poverty. This bill will go further to
combat poverty than all the programs
of the Office of Economic Opportunity
put together because there is a built-in
method, ready made by these increases
going into the hands of people who des-
perately need these funds and who will
spend these increases quickly to satisfy
their needs and thus prevent our senior
citizens from being driven below the
poverty line.

This is an important piece of legisla-
tion. It is estimated that it will effect one
out of every eight persons in the country.
Ordinarily I would voice strong protest
against consideration of such an Impor-
tant measure under the suspension of the
rules, but in this instance there may be
sufficient justification to warrant a par-
liamentary situation which allows no
amendinent and provides only a limited
amount of time to each side of the aisle.

The bill provides for a 15-percent
across-the-board increase effective Jan-
uary 1, 1970, but of course It will take
some time to make the necessary changes
in the social security records and pro-
cedures, and the experts tell us that the
first check which could reflect the new
rates wIll be for March, payable in April.
But then there should be a separate
check covering the retroactive Increase
for January and February also to be pay-
able in April.
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Now, Mr. Speaker, late last winter after
the !ouse was so overly generous to
grant Itself a raise of unprecedented pro-
portions, I commented on the floor that
because of this ill-advised and unwar-
ranted congressional pay increase we had
all literally thrown our guns out the
window, and lost all of our weapons to
fight Inflation. We could no longer say
we had set a good example. How could we
accept a 40 percent increase and then
shake our heads when the classified Fed-
eral employees and. our faithful postal
workers asked for a reasonable increase
in pay? Worst of all, how could we delay
as long as we have the consideration for
our senior citizens dependent upon social
security who are hurt the worst by the
cruelty of inflation?

In recognition of this situation which
the Members of Congress let themselves
in for, on last May 15, 1969, under the
1-minute rule I took the floor of the
House upon the occasion of the introduc-
tion of my own bill—companion to sev-
eral others—calling for a 15 percent in-
crease in social security payments. At
that time my verbatim comments were
as follows:

I admonish and warn the Members of the
House that if we adjourn this Session and go
home with large salary increases for our-
selves Without approving an increase in
Social Security benefits we deserve the wrath
that will come down on our heads.

With only a few days left before the
Christmas recess we have allowed our-
selves 'to be placed in the unseemly situa-
tion of enacting cUff-hanger legislation.
Notwithstanding that we are in these
waIng days of the first session of the 91st
Congress, we.at least and at last have a
chance to say to those forgotten recip-
ients of social security who have been
hurt most due to fixed and limited in-
come that we are determined not to ad-
journ this first session without in some
degree redeeming ourselves. We will have
to admit we are late. We have been-slow.
But today we have the opportunity to
demonstrate affirmative action by a posi-
tive move to quickly improve the income
for our senior cite'dependent upon
social security. Let us call the roll.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the plight of
approximately 25 million people—older
people, disabled people and their de-
pendents, widows and orphans—evi-
dences the urgent need for an Immediate
increase in social security benefits.

The bill before us today, H.R. 15u95,
provides for an across-the-board In-
crease of 15 percent, effective January
1, 1970.

Lest any of my colleagues be deluded
by thinking that this Increase will be a
cureall for the dire situation which exists
among those attempting' to live on social
security benefits amidst the spiraling cost
of living, I would like to call attention
to the fact that the last time benefits
were increased was February of 1968.
President Johnson had signed into law
the social security amendments of 1967,
which called for an increase of 13 per-
cent.

However, that bill—as the one before
us today—was long overdue. While It did
provide fcu' an increase of 13 percent, It
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fell short of bringing the benefits in line
with the rising cost of living.

When that bill was signed into law, It
was based on 'calculations for early 1967.

In 'January of 1968, the Consumer
Price Index was at 119.0. The CPI read-
ing for the month of October, 1969, was
129.8—an increaseof 9.1 percent alone.

Similarly, when this bill Is finally
signed into law, It will reflect the needs
of a year earlier and the 25 million so-
cial security beneficiaries will still be
without adequate income. Remember,
that this increase Is not an increase of
15 percent on incomes of $10,000, $15,000,
or $20,000 a year. Rather, it is an in-
crease of 15 percent on a $55 a month
minimum benefit—or $660 a year. It is
an increase of $8.25 a month, or $99 a
year.

While I support H.R. 15095, I recognize
that it is only a stop-gap measure. The
House' Ways and Means Committee has
pledged in its report that its first order
of business for the coming session of Con-
gress will be to continue Its work on com-
prehensive social security and, welfare
legislation.

H.R. 15095, falls far short of the rec-
ommendations which I made In Intro-
ducing legislation to Increase benefits—
H.R, 14521—and In my testimony before
the committee on November 13. However,
as I said to the committee, a 15-percent
increase Is the minimum which Congress
should provide thIs year.

The daily conditions under which the
aged, the poor, and the infirm live are
growing constantly more acute.

Too many social security beneficiaries,
who wored'hard and contributed part
of their earnings for their old age, now
find that they must choose between liv-
ing on social security benefits in near
poverty level conditions, or going on the
welfare rolls.

As a matter of human dignity, we can-
not continue to expend $70 billion per
year on the military, subsidize a com-
mercial supersonic airplane, and lavish
unnecessary fighter planes on other na-
tions, while the aged lack basic neces-
sities of life, including an adequate diet
and proper health care.

H.R. 15095 is only another block on the
crazy quilt mosaic known as the Social
Security Act. Instead of odd-shaped-
varied-colored patches on that quilt,
there must be comprehensl reform of
social security legislation so that the
needs of our citizens are fully met.

Mr. Speaker, I include at this point In
the RECORD my testimony of November 13
before the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee at which time I outlined a number
of needed revisions In social securitylegislation:
STATEMENT OS' CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM F. RYAN

BEFORE TICI House WAYS AND MEANS COM-
Mflr us SUPPORT OP SOCIAL SECURITY
AMENDMENTS, NovEsssER 13, 1969
There must be a multiple strategy for pro-

viding a living income, and realistic social
security benefits for retired and disabled
workers, widows, and dependent wives, hus-
bands, children and parents are essential.

We have an obligation to insure adequate
benefits for the 25 million social security
beneficiaries, and an increase of 7 percent,
10 peroen, or even 15 percent—the least
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Congress should do- this year—will not be
sufficient.

Some beneficiaries are able to augment to
some degree their benefits by earning sup-
plemental incomes. However, for the vast
majority the only means of income is a
monthly social security check. Sometimes
we lose sight of one 'very 'important fact,
and that is that at one time they were gain-
fully employed and set aside a little of their
earnings each month to provide for their
old age, and the care of their loved ones,
under social security.

All the information I have received points
out the fact that a benefit Increase of 10
percent, effective in March of 1970, as pro-
posed by the'Administration will not be ade-
quate to meet the needs of Social Security
beneficiaries. Since the last increase in so-
cial security benefits In February of' 1968,
the cost-of-living has risen by 9.1 percent
If the present trend continues, and there is
little or no indication that it will not, then
the rise in the óost-of-living from February
of 1967 to March of 1970 wIll be more than
10 percent.

H.R. 11349 AND HR. 14521

I have cosponsored two bills which would
Increase benefits. The first is H.R, 11349 (the
Vanik Bill), which calls for a 15 percent
across-the-board increase, with a minimum
retirement benefit of $80 payable to those
who qualify for benefits at age 66 or older,
ansi also provides for cost-of-living increases.
To me, this is the minimum increase this
Committee should report out this year. Any-
thing less would be totally inadequate.

The second bill I have' cosponsored is HR.
14521 (the Gilbert Bill). This bill is a com-
prehensive proposal which provides for a
realistic program geared to meet today's
needs.

There are many outstanding features con-
tained in HR. 14621, the most significant of
which are: its staged 20 percent across-the-
board increases in the monthly benefits—20
percent in 1970 and 20 percent in January
of 1972; Cost-of-living increases; raising the
monthly minimum benefit to $90 in January,
1970 and to $120 in January, 1972; increas-
ing the lump sum death payment to $500 by
January of 1970—which doubles the existing
ceiling which has been in effect since 1952;
and the coverage of legend drugs and some
non-legend drugs—such as insulin—under
the medicare program.

It also calls for the coverage of disabled
workers under the medicare program. But
the most notable provision is that which
gradually increases the Government con-
tribution to approximately one-third the to-
tal cost of the program.

This is a bold program Which deserves
support.

HR. 610
Under present law a social security benefi-

ciary who Is under age 72. is permitted to
earn as much as $1680 a year and stiU re-
ceive all of his benefits. When a beneficiary
earns more than the 'stipulated $1680 a year,
his benefits are reduced $1 for every $2 he
earns, up to $2880 per year. Over $2880, his
benefits are reduced $1 for every $1 he earns.
And, no benefits are withheld for any month
which he earns less than $140, regardless of
his total earnings In the year.

I have introduced H.R. 610, Which would
amend the Social Security Act so that a
beneficiary would be permitted to earn as
much as $3600 a year and still receive all of
his benefits. If he earns more than $3600 a
year, his benefits would then be reduced $1
for every $2 earned, up to $4800 a year. Over
$4800. his benefits would be then reduced
$1 for every $1 earned. Benefits would not be
withheld in any month in which the bene-
ficiary earns less than *SOO. regardless of his
total years earnings.
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Under our present economic condition, the

existing retirement test Is far too severe. Xt
prevents a beneficiary from supplementing
his benefits in a substantial manner. For the
average retired worker, who now gets a
monthly benefit of $100, and which Congress
may raise to about $115 a month, this amend-
ment would mean that he could have an an-
nual income of $6180 a year before suffering
any reduction in his social security benefits.
In light of present wage scales it would seem
reasonable to permit beneficiaries to work,
and earn, as much as $3600 a year.

HR. 616
I would further amend the retirement

test by permitting a beneficiary to deduct his
out-of-pocket medical expenses from his
earned income prior to the determination
of his yearly earnings. I have introduced
HR. 816, which contains this provision.
These expenses would be allowed only if not
compensated by insurance.

Although, medicare takes care of a great
part of the medical expenses of people age
65 and over, it does not provide anything for
beneficiaries who are under 65, widowed
mothers and children, for example. Also
many people 65 and over have medical ex-
penses which are not reimbursable under
medicare. In many cases, social security re-
cipients must go to work in order to help pay
regular or extra-ordinary medical expenses.
When they do go to work their social security
benefits are reduced by an amount that is de-
termined on the basis of their gross earnings.
This reduction in income may make the ef-
fort of working self-defeating. In order to al-
leviate this situation, it would be appropriate
to provide that in applying the retirement
test, earned income would be reduced by the
amount of a beneficiaries' out-of-pocket
medical expenses.

HR. 612
I am encouraged to find that 'the Admin-

istration's bill, HR. 14080, contains a similar
provision as that which is provided in my
bill, HR. 612. This bill would provide bene-
fits for dependent parents of retired or dis-
abled workers,

Under the present law, benefits are pro-
vided for dependent parents of a deceased
worker, but it does not provide benefits for
a dependent parent if the worker is retired
or disabled.

A parent who is dependent on a worker
who retires, or who has become disabled, is
just as' dependent on the worker as his wife
or children. The parent, as well as the wife
and children, loses a source of support when
the worker retires, or becomes disabled. My
bill provides that the parent would have to
be age 62, and to have received one-half of
his support from the worker at the time the
worker is retired, or becomes disabled, to
qualify for such benefits.

H.R. 613
I have also introduced HR. 613, which

would provide benefits for additional de-
pendents. The present law provides monthly
benefits for a worker's dependent children,
his wife, his widow, and for his dependent
parent (if the worker is deceased).

One of the purposes of the social security
program is to provide' the dependents of a
worker with a continuing income when the
worker's income stops. It would therefore
be in keeping with this purpose to provide
benefits to every person who is dependent
on a worker for his support. However, practi-
cal considerations preclude this, and the law
presently provides a limit on the total
amount that may be paid to any one work-
er's account.

On the other hand, it does not seem reason..
able to deny benefits to other people who may
also be dependent on a worker, particularly
in cases where paying benefits to these peo-
ple would not reduce the payments to the
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worker's wife and children, or when the
worker has no wife or child,

Recognizing that a worker's wife and chil-
dren have first claims to the fruits of his
labor, HR. 613 would provide that benefits
would be paid to a wife or widow, to a child
and to a parent, including those of retired
and disabled workers, before benefits would
be payable to any other dependent. Bene-
fits to other dependents would be paid in
the following priority: first to a grandchild,
second to a brother or sister, and third to
a niece or nephew. In order to qualify for
these benefits the dependent would have to
be under age 18 or over age 62, and to have
been receiving one-half of his support from
the worker at the time the worker retired.
became disabled, or died,

HR. 11104
Under the present law a blind person can

qualify for disability benefits if he is unable
to do any substantial work, or, if he is age
55 or over, and unable to do his regular kind
of work. In order to qualify for these benefits,
he must have worked in 5 out of the last 10
years, and he can not be presently employed.

I have introduced HR. 11104, which would
provide for the payment of monthly dis-
ability benefits to any blind person who,
regardless of his age had worked in employ-
ment covered by the social security program
in any 6 calendar quarters. Once a person be-
came entitled to benefits, he would receive
these benefits regardless of how much he
worked or how much ho earned.

The case for a change such as this pro-
posal suggests, was presented to this Com-
mittee by Mr. John F. Nagle, of the National
Federation of the Blind on October 27. In
his statement, he said,

"Blindness is not' a worse disability than
any other, but it is different.

'A man may lose both legs, secure arti-
ficial limbs and after learning their use, func-
tion as he functioned before. The blind per-
son, however, never reaches the point where
he is freed from a dependence upon
sight.

"The fact is, that whatever level of earn-
ings a blind man may achieve, whatever posi-
tion he niay attain, he functions at an eco-
nomic disadvantage for he must function
without sight in competition with sighted
men, he must compete without sight in an
ecroiomy based on sight."

15.5. 615
At the present time social security laws

exempt from coverage Federal civilian em-
ployees of the United States. My bill, HR. 815,
would extend such coverage to all employees
of the United States on the same terms and
conditions which apply to other covered em-
ployees.

Federal employees are the only major
group not eligible for coverage. Members of
the Armed Forces have been covered since
January of 1957.

Although Federal civilian workers have a
staff retirement program, the present situa-
tion is unsatisfactory in a number of ways.
Many people work for the Federal govern-
ment for too short a period of time to qualify
for benefits under the staff retirement pro-
gram. Moreover, if these people eventually
get protection under the social security pro-
gram, they receive no credit at all under the
social security program for the time they
worked for the Federal government. There-
fore, it seems reasonable to extend the social
security coverage to Federal employees
thereby giving them the opportunity to re-
ceive sufficient quarters by their Federal em-
ployment to qualify for social security bene-
fits when they retire.

The social security program is the universal
income maintenance program in this coun-
try and it does not seem equitable to exclude
Federal employees—some of whom even d-
minister the program—from its protection.
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15.5. 611

HR. 611, would eliminate the provision in
the Social Security Amendments of 1965
which was Intended to deny hospital insur-
ance benefits to uninsured individuals who
are members of certain organizations or have
been convicted of certain offenses, and also
eliminates the provision which denies sup-
plementary medical insurance benefits to
persons who have been convicted of certain
offenses.

Since I first introduced legislation to repeal
these provisions, a Federal court has found
them to be contrary to the Constitution and
they are not being enforced by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. Now
these unconstitutional restrictions should
be stricken from the statute.

H.B, 614
H.R. 614, would amend the public assist-

ance, provisions of the Social Security Act to
prohibit the imposition of any durational
residence requirement as a condition ofeli-
gibility for public assistance. The Supreme
Court having declared durational residency
laws to be unconstitutional, the Social Be-
curity laws should reflect the findings of the
Court.

15.5. 620
I believe the limitations on the payment

of benefits to aliens wblch.were added by the
Social Security Amendments of 1967 are un-
fair; and I have introduced HR. 620 to re-
move them.

HR. 644
Although it does not pertain directly to

the social security program, I should' like to
again call the attention of the Committee to
the plight of handicapped and disabled work-
ers who are unable to use, without undue
hardship or danger, public transportation to
travel to and from work. I was keenly dis-
appointed that the recent tax bill did not
deal with this problem. For many years I
have introduced legislation (H.R. 644 in this
'Congress) to provide a deduction for income
tax purposes for expenses paid for trans-
portation to -and from work,

In addition, H.R. 644, provides an addi-
tional exemption for income tax purposes for
a taxpayer or spouse who is physically or
mentally incapable of caring for himself.

I urge the Committee to act promptly on
this matter.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back my remaining time.

Mr. MU.LS. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the remaining time on this side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
has expired.

The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Arkansas that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
15095.

The question was taken.
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I object to

the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently
a quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
397, nays 0, not voting 36,were—yeas

as follows:
[Roll No. 323J

YEAS—397
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

'N. Dak.

Abernethy
Adair
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander

Annunzio
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Asinall
Ayres
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Sullivan Whalen
Symington Whalley
Taft White
Talcott Whitehurat
Taylor Whitten
Teague, Calif. Widnall
Teague, Tex. Wiggins
Thompson, Ga. Williams
Thompson, N.J. Wilson, Bob
Thomson, Wis. Wilson,
Tiernan Charles H.
Udall Winn
Ullman Woid
Utt Wolff
Vander Jagt Wright
Vanik Wyatt
Vigorito Wylie
Waggonner Wyman
Waldie Yates
Wampler Yatron
Watkins Young
Watson Zablocki
Watts Zion
Weicker Zwach

NAYS—O

NOT VOTING—36
Dawson Lipscomb
Dingell Lowenstein
Gailagher Lukens
Giaimo McFall
Goldwater Mann
Gude Nichols
Hall Pelly
Haipern Powell
Hanna Tunney
Hfbert Van Deerlin
Hogan Wydler
Kirwan
Leggett

So (two-thirds having Voted In favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill Was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hebert with Mr. Hall.
Mr. Brooks with Mr. Goldwater.
Mr. Abbott with Mr. Lukens.
Mr. McFall with Mr. Pelly.
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Cahill.
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Lipscomb.
Mr. Button with Nichols.
Mr. Cowger with Mr. Tunney.
Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Conyers.
Mr. Dawson with Mr. Clay.
Mr. Kirwan with Mrs. Chishoim.
Mr. Leggett with Mr. Powell.
Mr. Cunningham with Mr. Anderson of

Tennessee.
Mr. Giaimo with Mr. Halpern.
Mr. Gude with Mr. Mann.
Mr. Hogan with Mr. Gallagher.
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Lowenstein.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.
House Resolution 740 was laId on the

table.
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Scott
Sebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey

Abbitt
Anderson,

Tenn.
Blatnik
Bolling
Brooks
Button
Cahill
Chisholm
Clay
Conyers
Cowger
Cunningham
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Baring
Barrett
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bell, Calif.
Bennett
Berry
Betts
Bevill
Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blanton
Boggs
Boland
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brock
Broolnfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, NC.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
BUriison, Mo.
Burton, Calif.
Burton, Utah
Bush
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Caffery
Camp
Carey
Carter
Casey
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cohelan
Collier
Collins
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Corbett
Corman
Coughlln
Cramer
Crane
Culver
Daddarlo
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de Ia Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denney
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Donohue
Don
Dowdy
Downing
Duiski
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Each
Eshleman
Evans, Cob.
Evins, Tenn.
Failon
Farbsteln
Fascell
Feighan
Findley

Fish MacGregor
Fisher Madden
Flood Mahon
Flowers Mailliard
Flynt Marsh
Foley Martin
Ford, Gerald R. Mathias
Ford, Matsunaga

William D. May
Foreman Mayne
Fountain Meeds
Fraser Melcher
Frelinghuysen Meskill
Frey Michel
Friedel Mikva
Fulton, Pa. Miller, Calif.
Fulton, Tenn. Miller, Ohio
Fuqua Mills
Galiflanakis Minish
Garmatz Mink
Gaydos Minshall
Gettys Mize
Gibbons Mizell
Gilbert Mollohan
Gonzalez Monagan
Goodling Montgomery
Gray Moorheacl
Green, Oreg. Morgan
Green, Pa. Morse
Griffin Morton
Griffiths Mosher
Gross Moss
Grover Murphy, Ill.
Gubaer Murphy, N.Y.
Hogan Myers
Haley Natcher
Hamilton Nedzi
Hammer- Nelsen

schmidt Nix
Hanley Obey
Hansen, Idaho O'Hara
Hansen, Wash. O'Konski
Harrington Olsen
Harsha O'Neal, Ga.
Harvey O'Neill, Mass,
Hastings Ottinger
Hathaway Passman
Hawkins Patman
Hays Patten
Heckler, W. Va. Pepper
Heckler, Mass. Perkins
Helstoski Pettis
Henderson Philbin
Hicks Pickle
Holifield Pike
Horton Pirnie
Hosmer Poage
Howard Podell
Hull Poff
Hungate Pollock
Hunt Preyer, N.C,
Hutchinson Price, Ill.
Ichord Price, Tex.
Jacobs Pryor, Ark.
Jarman Pucinskj
Johnson, Calif. Purcell
Johnson, Pa. Quie
Jonas Quiilen
Jones, Ala. Railsback
Jones, N.C, Randall
Jones, Tenn. Rarick
Karth flees
Kastenmeier Reid, flI.
Kazen Reid, N.Y.
Kee Reifel
Keith Reuss
King Rhodes
Kleppe Riegle
Kluczynski Rivers
Koch Roberts
Kuykendall Robison
Kyl Rodino
Kyros Roe
Landgrebe Rogers, Cob,
Landruni Rogers, Fla.
Langen Rooney, N.Y.
Latta Rooney, Pa.
Lennon Rosenthal
Lloyd Rostenkowski
Long, La. Roth
Long, Md, Roudebush
Lujan Roybal
McCarthy Ruppe
McCbory Ruth
McCloskey Ryan
McClure St Germain
McCufloch St. Onge
McDade Sandman
McDonald, Satterfield

Mich. Saylor
McEwen Schadeberg
McKneally Scherbe
McMillan Scheuer
Macdonald, Schneebell

Mass. Schwengel

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legIslative days In which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed (HR. 15095), SocIal Security
Amendments of 1969.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.



FJFI'EEN-PERCENT BENE'IT BOOST
FOR KLDERLY COMMENDABLE
STOP-GAP MEASURE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from New York (Mr. HALPERN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, unavoid-
able cricumstances made it impossible for
me to arrive at today's session of the
House in time for me to vote for HR.
15095. I am delighted the measure won
overwhelming approval and I hope it is
only the first important step toward fur-
ther liberalization of our racial security
benefits.

The 15 -percent across-the-board rise
in social security that the House consid-
ered today is a commendable step for-
ward, and I support it. But, it falls far
short of the reality of today's needs and
should be brought up to a 50-percent
boost In the next 3 years.

I am a cosponsor of legislation calling
for swceping social security reforms, in-
cluding a 3-year progression increase to
50 percent, starting with an immediate
15-percent raise in benefits which I think
the Nation's retirees need and deserve.
Thousands of retired citizens are desper-
ately in need and the 50-percent increase
is vital if they are to achieve a life of
dignity and security.

I understand that the added benefits
under the bill being considered today
would increase the minimum from $55
to $64 for single persons and $82.50 to $96
for couples; and provide eventual maxi-
mum benefit Increases of $218 to $250.70
for single persons and from $323 to $376
for couples. I advocate bringing these up
to a minimum of $120 monthly for in-
dividuals and $180 f or couples, and the
maximum monthly benefit for individuals
would be $314 and for couples, $471 in the
next 3 years.

The average monthly Individuals bene-
fits under today's bill would rise from
$100 to $116, and the average for a re-
tired couple would rise from $170 to $196.
This is far from enough, and should be
at least brought up to the realistic figures
of $144 monthly for individuals and $242
for retired couples.

These new average rises, conimenr-
able as they may be, are still much less
than the $355 a month the U.S. Labor
Department says a retired couple needs
to live modestly In New York.

In New York City today, there are a
million men and women age 65 or over,
the great majority of whom must make
do on fixed inccmes that are being stead-
ily reduced by the Inexorable rise In
prices every month.

Two years ago when Cotigress raised
social security benefits by 13 percent, the
Consumer PrIce Index stood at 119. Last
month the CPI had risen to 129.8, a rise
of 9.1 percent. We can assume that -by
the time the proposed 15-percent increase
is actually paid, in 1970, the rise will be
about 10 percent or more.

Social security has fallen pitifully
short of its original Intent, which was to
replace Income loss due to retirement,
disability. or death. As a result, millions
of elderly are impoverished social cast-
off a, In an era of unprecedented prosper-
ity for the great majority of Americans.

Out of 24.7 millIon retired people re-
ceiving social securIty, 8.2 millIon are
classified as poor. This Includes 5.8 mil-
lion out of 16.8 millIon age 65 or over. If

December 15, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE



1112440 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE December 15, 1969
the 15-percent increase is approved, per-
haps 1.8 million would rise out of pov-
erty, but millions of retirees would still
be impoverished.

It is my fervent hope that the Ways
and Means Committee will give priority
to the dire need for realistic revisions of
social security early in 1970.

The committee should increase bene-
fits another 35 percent by 1972, to bring
it to $120 a month by that time, to abol-
ish the monthly premium payment for
medicare part B—doctor—insurance, and
to extend medicare coverage to out-of-
hospital drugs, among other needed lib-
eralizations. And in particular, let me
stress the need to lift the outside earn-
ings limit for senior citizens. The present
limitation is ridiculous. How can we ex-
pect people to work with dignity and
pride for such a pittance. And, how can
we encourage productivity and useful-
ness among our senior citizens when our
laws say they cannot work for above pov-
erty wages?
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CONGRESSMAN ANNtJNZIO SUP-
PORTS EMERGENCY SOCIAL SE-
CURITY LEGISLATION

(Mr. ANNtJNZIO asked and was gvien
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 15095—the social security
amendments of 1969. This legislation was
conceived as an emergency measure to
meet the most pressing needs of 25 mu-
lion people, nearly one-eighth of the Na-
tion, who depend on social security bene-
fits for their major source of income.

Although this bill comes before us as
an emergency measure which requires
immediate action, I am assured by the re-
port of the Committee on Ways and
Means that it was not a hasty measure.
Rather it grew out of the evidence pre-
sented to the committee at public hear-
ings and executive sessions which were
held beginning last October 15. This evi-
dence showed, as the committee report
states, "a pressing and urgent need" for
a social security benefit increase "as
quickly as possible."

As we consider HR. 15095, I want to
emphasize that it is not the definitive
social security legislation for the p1st
Congress. Rather, it is a stop-gap. It is
an immediate answer to a pressing need.
The cost of living is up 9.1 percent from
February 1968, the date of the last social
security increase. And, it will be up 10 or
more percent by the time the increased
checks are actually received by social se-
curity beneficiaries in April.

The Committee on Ways and Means
has assured us that when we reconvene
for the second session of the 91st Con-
gress that it will continue its considera-
tion of further changes in the social
security and welfare programs. I under-
stand this to mean that next spring we
can expect another social security bill,
a comprehensive bill which will cover all
aspects of the program, including, I
would hope a second round of benefit In-
creases. Since we can expect comprehen-
sive social security and welfare legisla-
tion as soon as it is humanly possible for
the committee to report It, I urge, In the
meantime, enactment of H.R. 15095 as
a stopgap but highly important measure.
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CORRECTI'ION OF VOTE

Mr. LOWENSflIIN. Mr. Speaker, on
roilcall No. 323 I am recorded as not vot-
ing. I was present and voted "yea." I ask
unanimous consent that the permanent
RECORD and Journal be corrected accord-
ingly.

Mr. Speaker, inadvertently the correc-
tion of the vote, printed on page H12434
listed the rollcali number Incorrectly.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.
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RESOLUTION BY NORTH MIAMI
BEACH FOR SOCIAL SECURITY
LEGISLATION
(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given

permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD and to Include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I am sure
you are aware that all over the country
there is a strong demand for increased
benefits, particularly to senior citizens,
as well as other beneficiaries under social
security legislation. We all take just pride
in the House for passing H.R. 15095 pro-
viding an across the-board increase of
15 percent in benefits to the beneficiaries
of our social security program. We would
all hope I am sure that we can at an
early date extend much more substanti-
ally such benefits. One of the very pro-
gressive and forward looking bills which
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has been Introduced In the House is H.R.
14430, Introduced by the able gentleman
from New York, JACOB GILBERT, and
known as the Gilbert bill. lam very much
pleased that the mayor and the city
council of one of the very outstanding
cities of my congressional district have
endorsed the Gilbert bill because the
mayor and the city council recognized
the need for the enactment of such leg-
islation. I insert the resolution of the
mayor and the city council of North
Miami Beach in the RECORD immediately
following my remarks:
REsoitrrIoN BY MAYOR AND CITY COuNCIL OF

NORTH MIAMI BzAcis, Fi.a.
(A resolution urging the U.S. Congress to pass

the Gilbert Bill—H.R. 14480)
Whereas, the attention of the Mayor and

the City Council has been directed to na-
tional legislation, to-wit: the "Gilbert Bill"
now pending before the Congress of the
United States as H.R. 14430; and

Whereas, the City of Miami Beach enjoys
the residence of many individuals presently
depending upon Social Security, in whole or
in part, to sustain themselves; and

Whereas, this City, as most of ,tbe nation,
has suffered the effects of the inflationary
trend now nationally existent; and

Whereas, our citizens are burdened con-
stantly with rising costs for food and all
services; and

Whereas, reluctantly, and in order to sus-
thin the level of service necessary to care for
its citizens, the City has been unable to pre-
vent a necessitous raise in taxes; and

Whereas, it is recognized that such rising
costs and expenses of living are particularly
burdensome upon individuals whose income
is fixed on straight dollar figures with no op-
portunity for a commensurate increase in so-
cordance with rising cost of living; and

Whereas, it has been determined by the
City Council that it is important to the
health, safety and welfare of a substantial
and cognizabie number of its citizens that
additional income be made available to those
of its citizens presently living, or to be living,
under Social Security.

Now, therefore,
Be it resolved by the City Council 0/ the

City 0/ North Miami Beach, Florida:
SectIon 1: That the Mayor and City Coun-

cil of the City. of North Miami Beach, on be-
half of themselves and the City of North
Miami Beach, do hereby urge the Congress
of the United States of America to pass the
"Gilbert Bill", more particularly known as
BR 14430, for the reasons above stated, and
commend to their Representatives and Sen-
ators in Congress, to-wit: Honorable Claude
Pvpuer, Honorable J. Herbert Burke, Honor-
able Dante B. Fascell, Honorable Spessard L.
Holland, Honorable Edward J. Gurney, that
they move forward expeditiously and assidu-
ously to aid In the passage of this worthy and
needed legislation.

Section 2: That the City Clerk be and she
is hereby directed to forward suitably certi-
fled copies of this Resolution to the Con-
gressional Representatives and Senators here-
inabove art forth.

Approved and adopted in regular meeting
assembled this 2d day of December, 1989.

DAVID M. PAPLEN,
Mayor.

Attest:
VzaGINIA H. MOORE,

City Clerk.
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CORRECflON OF VOTE
Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, on rolicall

No. 323 I am recorded as not voting.
I was present and voted "yea." I ask
unanimous consent that the permanent
RECORD and Journal be corrected as-
cordingly.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HECHLER of West Virginia). Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from New York?

There was no objection.
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1969

HON. RICHARD 1. HANNA
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 16, 1969
Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, in Maach of

this year, a noted task force reported to
the Special Senate Committee on Aging
the following conclusion:

The average social security benefit payable
to an elderly couple who retired in Decem-
ber 1950—even though It has been adjusted
over the years—would now purchase a sig-
nificantly smaller fraction of the Retired
Couple's Budget for a Moderate Standard of
Living than at the time of retirement.

What this means Is that the cost of
living has been rising at such a pace, even
though social security payments have
increased more than 100 percent since
1950, a retired couple actually can pur-
chase less now than he did 20 years
ago.

The Department of Labor has deter-
mined that a retired couple ca-n have a
moderate standard of living with an in-
come of around $340 a month. A poverty,
or what has been termed a "lower
budget" for an elderly couple averages
$220 a month.

Breaking these figures down, the De-
partment of Labor would allow about $15
a week for food for retired couples living
at the lower budget. Housing transpor-
tation, clothing are similarly scheduled.

Now, of course, these figures are just
for the lower budget $220 a month. Pres-
ent social security benefits are almost 100
percent less than the minimum poverty
budget. Today most retired couples de-
pend upon social security for the major
portion of their budget. The maximum
payment of $118 per month of the re-
tired poor is supplemented by State wel-
fare—old-age assistance—checks. In no
instance do welfare payments bring their
recipients up to the minimum poverty
budget.

In other words, the majority of elderly
Americans receive a monthly income that
is less than what the Department of La-
bor considers to be a poverty budget. At
the conclusion of this statement, I will
attach a report, complete with tables,
that was released by the Department of
Labor late In October of thIs year. The
report identifies the costs of living for
the elderly. It defines the types of budg-
ets and Indicates the costs of each.

One additional Item needs to be dis-
cussed. The average budgets included in
the report take Into account the differ-
ences in the cost of living In various see-



tions of the country. In my home State of
California, an elderly retired couple will
find the lower budget costing from 5 to 8
percent more than the average As a re-
sult an older couple in California at the
poverty level will find it much more dif-
ficult to make ends meet.

Most of these people have really never
been able to enjoy the raises in social
security that Congress has provided in
the past two decades. Most States reduce
the amount of old-age assistance pay-
ments in direct ratio to the rise in social
security payments. When you couple that
hard fact with a •4.5-percent rate of
inflation in the past year, the elderly
poor are being crushed with no real
relief in sight.

The 15-percent raise we are talking
about really does not solve the depressing
financialsqueeze now hurting millions of
older Americans. The average raise
amounts to around $1'7 per month per
couple. With the Consumer Price Index
increasing at almost one-half percent a
month, 15 percent will not begin to even
keep the recipients even with the pace of
rising prices. Since 1955, the rise In bene-
fits have not equaled the rise in prices
and 1969 wIll be no exception.

The current conditions in our econ-
omy .have most seriously hurt those on a
fixed income. Older Americans depending
on social security for the major part of
their Income have been hurt more than
other groups.

A 15-percent raise is the very least we
can do. A 15-percent raise is a minimum
gesture and no one is entitled to slap
themselves on the back with self-con-
gratulations for their genero€fty. It is
merely a holding action. Hopefully, it will
prod us into a meaningful program In
the immediate future. If we cannot do
better soon the suffering will be tragic.

The report and tables follow:
THREE BUDGENS FOR A RETIRED COUPLE

"In sprIng 1967. it coSt a retired couple
almost $2,700 to maintain the level of living
specified in the lower budget, roughly $3,900
to live at the intermediate level, and about
$6,000 to meet the requirements of the
higher budget."

These findings are from "Measuring Re-
tired Couples' Uvl,ng Costs in Urban Areas,"
an article that will appear in the Novem-
ber issue of the Month.ly Labor Review. A
research bulletin—Three Budgets for a Re-
tired Couple In Urban Areas of the United
States—will be published later in 1969 by
the U.S. Department of Labor's Bureau of
Labor Statistics.

Rising prices between spring 1967 and
spring 1969 have added about 9 percent to
the cost of goods and services required to
sustain the retired couples.

Lower and higher budgets for a retired
couple are available for the first time. The
intermediate budget (formerly the moderate
budget) is a sequel to the retired couple's
budget, autumn 1966, which was published
in June 1968.

The budgets have been developed to meet
the needs of public assistance agencies,
voluntary social and welfare agencies, busi-
nesses, labor unions, and individuals con-
cerned with retirement planning.

The retired couple is defined as a husband,
age 65 or over, and his wife, self-supporting,
living independently in a separate dwelling,
and enjoying reasonably good health,

The budgets are based on the manner of
living and consumer choices of the 1960's.
They permit the couple to maintain its
health and well-being, and to participate in

community activities. The goods and serv-
ices were selected as follows: nutritional and
health standards, as determined by experts,
were used for the food-at-home and housing
components. However, the selection among
the various kinds of foods and housing ar-
rangements were based on actual ohoices
made by families as revealed by surveys of
consumer expenditures. In the absence of
standards the choices reported in the BL8
Survey of Consumer Expenditures were used
for housefurnishings, household operation,
clothing, personal care, reading, recreation.
meals away from home, and alcoholic bever-
ages.

The style of living provided by the lower
budget differs from the Intermediate and
higher levels in this manner: A smaller pro-
portion of couples own their homes, dwelling
units lack air conditioning, couples rely more
on public transportation, they perform more
services for themselves, and they make
greater use of free recreation facilities.

By contrast, the higher budget assumes
the largest proportion of homeowners, pro-
vides new cars for some couples, allows more
household appliances and equipment, and
more paid services than at the intermediate
level.

Also, a majority of the items common to
the three budgets are in greater quantity and
of better quality at each higher level of
living.

Total budget costs in urban United States
in spring 1987 averaged $2,671 at the lower
level, $3,857 at the intermediate, and $6,039
at the higher.

Consumption items—food, housing, trans-
portation, clothing, personal care, medical
care, and other family consumption in the
lower budget cost $2,556. In addition, an al-
lowance for gifts and contributions amounted
to $115.

The Internlediate budget required $3,626
for consumption items plus $231 for gifts
and contributions, while the higher budget
needed $5,335 for goods and services and
$398 for gifts end contributions. Additional
allowances are made in the high budget of
$71 for life insurance premiums and $235 for
personal taxes.

FOOD

Total food costs at spring 1967 prices aver-
aged $789 for the lower budget, $1,048 for the
intermediate, and $1,285 for the higher.

Of total food costs in the lower budget, $735
was for food at home. Compared with the
two higher budgets, the lower food allow-
ance calls for larger quantities of potatoes,
dry beans and peas, flour and cereal, and
smaller quantities of meat, and poultry and
fish.

The family also has an allowance of $54
which permits them to enjoy a restaurant
meal about once a month.

In the intermediate budget, food for home
consumption cost $937 and restaurant meals
and snacks—$111. At the top level the
Couples required $1,115 for food consumed at
home, and $170 for meals outside the home.

HOUSING
Urban U.S. housing costs ranged from $939

in the lower budget to $2,066 in the higher
level. The middle group housing costs
amOunted to $1,330.

Shelter—the major expense in the housing
total—required an average annual outlay of
$704 for the lower budget, $849 for the in-
termediate, and $1,188 for the higher level.
These amounts are based oh the average costs
for rented and owned dwellings.

Rental housing which had 2 or 3 rooms
were specified for 40 percent of the couples at
the lower level, 35 percent of the middle level,
and 30 percent of the higher level couples.
The renters' cost included rent plus esti-
mated costs of fuel and utilities, where these
were not part of the rent, and insurance on
household effects.

The majority of the families at all budget

E10741

levels lived In 5- or 6-room mortgage-free
homes, Typical homeowner costs for these
couples Include taxes, Insurance, fuel and
utilities, and routine repair and maintenance
charges. The higher budget provides for
greater utility usage and a larger repair and
maintenance allowance than the intermediate
and lower budgets.

TRANSPORTATION

Transportation costs stepped up from $191
at the lower budget level to $382 for the in-
termediate, and $682 for the higher. These
allowances provide for ownership and opera-
tion of an automobile for sOme of the couples
at each budget level—except for lower budget
families in Boston, Chicago, New York, and
Philadelphia who rely on public transit.

The budget level and city size determined
whether couples owned an automobile and
how much they patronized public transit. In
the lower budget It was assumed that car
owners bought 6-year-old cars, intermediate
group owners bought 2-year-old cars as did
45 percent of the higher budget families. For
the remaining 55 percent of the higher
budget couples, the purchase of a new car
was specified.

CLOTHING AND PERSONAL CARE

Clothing costs—replacement of the Cloth-
ing, and materials and services—averaged
$134 for the lower budget couple. The inter-
mediate budget couple needed $234 and the
higher $371, at spring 1967 prices.

The clothing allowances for husband and
wife were about the same in the lower and
intermeidate budgets. At the higher level,
however, the wide's allowance averaged about
$20 more than the husband's.

Personal care costs moved from $83 for the
lower budget to $123 for the intermediate,
and to $178 foT the higher budget. These
costs constituted about 3 percent of the total
family consumption for the three budgets.

MEDICAL CARE

The lower budget couple required $294 to
cover- its total medical costs for a year. This
was only $2 less than the intermediate
budget couple's $296, and $5 less than the
top level cost of $299. Although there is only
a $5 difference between the lower and the
higher allowances, In the lower budget medi-
cal costs accounted for 12 percent of total
family consumption, compared with only 6
percent of family consumption for the higher
budget.

The medical care costs include hospital
and medical insurance provided by the Fed-
eral Medicare program. Also included in the
costs are eye examinations and eye glasses,
drugs, and a physical checkup for Medicare
enrollees not using Medicare services within
a year.

OTHER CONSUMPTION
In the lower budget, "other consump-

tioa"—reading, recreation, tobacco, alcohol,
and miscellaneous expenses—cost $126. For
these same items, the intermediate budget
required $213 while the higher budget totaled
$454.

At the lower level, the largest single cost
In "other consumption" was reading ($46),
while at the intermediate and higher lev-
els, costs for recreation—$8l and $256, re-
spectively—accounted for the largest portions
of the item.

Tobacco—cigars or pipes—and alcohol al-
lowances are part of "other consumption"
costs. No allowance was, made for cigarettes
in view of the findings of the U.S. Pub-
lic Health Service concerning the effects of
cigarette smoking on health.

LIVING COST DIFFERENCES AMONG CITIES
The new budgets provide a wide variety

of total budget costs and comparative liv-
ing coat indexes (tables 1—6) for major cate-
gories of consumer goods and services.

All indexes relate to costs for families
established in the areas. They do not mess-
ure differences in costs associated with mov-
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ing from one area to another, or costs in- Hartford—$3,022 and $4,343, respectively. The Bulletin 1570—i, Cf ty Worker's Familycurred by recent arrivals in the community. highest cost mainland ci ty for the higher Budget for a Moderate Living Standard, Au-Within each budget, the intercity indexes budget was Boston—$7,198. tumn 1966. Price 30 cents.reflect differences among areas in price 1ev- For all three budgets, food, rental shelter, Bulletin 1570—2, Revised Equivalence Scaleels, climatic or regional differences, in the and transportation were most expensive in for estimating budget costs for families ofquantities and types of items required to Honolulu, medical care In Los Angeles, and different size, age, and type. Price 35 cents.provide the specified level of living, and dif- clothing in Portland, Maine. The cost of Bulletin 1570—3, PrIcing Procedures, Spec-ferences in State and local taxes. hoaneownership was highest in New York for iflcations and Average Prices, Autumn 1966,The annual cost of the lower budget in the lower and middle budgets and In Boston used for' the moderate standard of the cityspring 1967 amounted to $3,110 In Honolulu for the higher budget, worker's budget. Price 75 cents.and $2,334 in small Southern cities. In rel-

PSJBLICATIONS Bulletin 1570—4, Retired CotLplc's Budgetative terms, with U.S. urban average costs
equal to 100, this constitutes a range of "Measuring Retired Couples' Living Costs for a Moderate Living Standard, Autumn
87 to 116, or 33 percent. For the other two in 'Urban Areas" appears in the November 1966. Price 35 cents.
budgets, Honolulu families spend $4,429 for Issue of the Monthly Labor Review. Single Bulletin 1570—b, Three Standards of Living
the intermediate and $7,219 for the higher, copy price 75 cents, annual subscription $. ,to an Urban Family of Four Persons, SpringIn small Southern cities, families averaged The Three Budgets for a Retired Couple 1967. Price $1.00.
$3,222 for the middle budget and $4,827 for in Urban Areas of the United States 1967—68, Publications can be purchased from thethe higher. Bulletin No. 1570—6, will become available regional offices of the Bureau of Labor Sta-Of the mainland cities, the lower and inter later in 1989. tistlcs and the Superintendent of Documents,.mediate budgets total costs were highest in Other published bulletins in the series are: Washington, D.C. 20402.

TABLE 1.—ANNUAL COSTS OF A LOWER BUDGET FOR A RETIRED COUPLE,' SPRING 1967

Cost of family Consumption

HOusin (shelter, house furnishings,
ousehold operations)

Total budget Costs
' Shelter

Renter Renter
and and Clothingowner Home- owner Home- and Otherfam-corn- Renter owner Total comrn Renter owner Transpor. personal Medical ily con—Area bined a families families Totals Food housinga blned 8 families families 0 tatuonI care care sumption

Urban United States $2, 671 $2, 723 $2, 636 $2, 556 $789 $939 $756 $669 $191 $217 $294 $126Metropolitan areas 2, 730 2,785 2,694 2,613 796 991 746 801 710 172 221 298 135Nonmetropolitan areas' 2,492 2,536 2,462 2,385 769 783 578 622 548 248 207 281 97Northeast:
Boston, Mass 2, 757 2, 710 2,789 2,639 835 I, 109 852 805 884 47 218 290 140Buffalo, N.Y 2,944 2,938 2,948 2,817 816 1,085 833 827 837 249 237 293 137Hartford, Coon 3,022 3,065 2,993 2, 892 851 1, 121 885 928 856 250 227 298 145Lancaster, Pa 2,704 2,702 2,705 2,588 827 919 689 687 690 210 216 289 127New York-northeastern New Jersey 2,803 2,706 2,867 2,683 845 1, 142 898 801 962 33 223 301 139Philadelphia, Pa.-Newiersey 2,620 2,588 2,641 2,508 837 983 744 712 765 41 214 290 137Pittsburgh Pa 2,680 2,762 2,625 2,565 802 885 652 734 597 228 224 285 141Portlan , flaine 2,778 2,766 2,786 2,659 802 967 710 698 718 216 237 287 150Nonmetropolitan areas 2,764 2,827 2,722 2,645 829 952 754 817 712 263 217 286 98North.central:
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 2,778 2, 862 2,722 2,659 783 1,006 755 839 699 226 228 289 127Champaign-Urbana, Ill 2,818 2,916 2,753 2,697 794 1,053 812 910 747 219 217 295 119Chicago, IlL-northwestern Indiana 2,664 2,798 2,574 2,550 806 1,048 801 935 711 43 227 295 131Cincinnati, Ohio'Kentucky-Indiana 2, 595 2,660 2,551 2,483 783 858 625 690 581 224 204 278 136Cleveland Ohio 2,828 2,929 2,761 2,707 778 1,054 809 910 742 236 227 274 138Dayton, 0kb 2,689 2,845 2, 585 2, 574 777 948 706 862 602 219 216 281 133Detroit Mich 2,656 2,846 2,529 2,542 804 849 607 797 480 236 228 286 139Green Aay Wis 2 663 2 655 2,668 2 549 755 930 682 674 687 221 224 292 127lndiasapol'is, md 285O 2:969 2,770 2:728 786 1,077 826 945 746 228 224 275 138Kansas City Mo.'Kiesas 2,691 2,810 2,611 2,576 799 894 647 766 567 239 220 295 129Milwaukee,'Wis 2,795 2,864 2,749 2,675 768 1,036 797 751 228 224 287 132Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn 2,775 2,849 2,726 2,656 775 1,012 772 846 723 232 228 276 133St. Lou s,Mo.'llllnois 2,757 2,830 2,708 2,639 820 953 711 784 662 242 215 287 122Wichita, Kans 2, 709 2,818 2,637 2,593 799 936 684 793 612 230 214 286 128Nonmetropolitan areas' 2,560 2,635 2,510 2,450 788 829 623 698 573 240 224 275 94South:
Atlanta, Ga 2,462 2,566 2,393 2,357 738 752 489 593 420 221 210 292 143Austin, Ten 2,462 2, 593 2,374 2,356 733 787 545 676 457 220 194 295 127Baltimore, Md 2,616 2,736 2,536 2, 504 729 896 641 761 561 238 214 293 134Baton Rouge, La 2,422 2, 542 2,342 2,318 742 714 476 596 396 239 206 285 132Dallas, Ten 2,511 2,573 2,469 2,403 725 813 574 636 532 228 202 302 133Durham, N.C 2,554 2,614 2, 501 2,444 713 893 651 731 598 218 205 281 128Houston, Ten 2,531 2,610 2,478 2,422 745 798 549 628 496 246 198 302 133Nashville Tenn 2,536 2,573 2,512 2,427 710 857 600 637 576 222 209 291 138Orlando, ta 2, 572 2,780 2,434 2,462 706 925 673 881 535 213 198 290 130Washington, D.C—Maryland—Virginia 2,802 3,014 2,661 2,682 775 1,015 772 984 631 243 221 291 137Nonmetropolitan areas 8 2,334 2, 359 2,317 2,234 732 692 487 512 470 246 188 280 96West:
Bakersfield, Calif 2,650 2,714 2,607 2,536 781 854 612 676 569 243 216 318 124Denver Ccl , 2, 710 2,723 2,701 2,594 797 922 671 684 662 225 230 296 124Honolufa, Hawaii 3.110 3,455 2,880 2,976 985 1,066 762 1,107 532 272 215 293 145LosAngeles.Long Beach, Calif 2,818 2,993 2,702 2,697 781 971 739 914 623 243 226 339 137San Diego Calil 2,736 2,836 2,669 2,619 763 948 708 808 641 238 208 325 137San Frandsco.Oakland, Calif 2,926 3,062 2,835 2,800 816 1,016 774 910 683 259 244 324 141Seattle-Everett Wash 2,911 3, 102 2,884 2,843 851 1,051 781 918 700 257 239 309 136Nonmetropolitn areas 8 2, 703 2, 734 2,683 2,587 819 881 663 694 643 264 227 292 104

A husband age 65 or over and his wife. n The average casts of automobile owners and nonowners wereweightnd by the following pro-2 The total cost of the bsdget includes an allowance for gifts and contributions, portions of families; Boston Chicago, New York, Philadelphia 100 percent for nonowners;The total represents the weighted average costs of renter and homeowner families. The weights all other metropolitan areas, '5 percent for car owners, 55 percent 'for nonownera; eonmetropolitanin the lower budget were 40 percent for families living in rental dwellings; 60 percent for home- areas, 55 percent for car owners, 45 percent for nonowners.owners,
V For a detailed description see the 1967 edition of "Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas,"4 Average contract rent plus the cost of required amounts of hearing fuel, gas, electricity, water, prepared by the Bureau of the Budget.specified eguipment, and lasurance on household contents, IPlaces with populations of 2,5, to 50,000.o Taxes; nsurance on house and contents; water, refuse disposal, heating fuel, gas, electricity,

and specified equipment; and home repair and maintenance costs. Note: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals.
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TABLE 2.—ANNUAL COSTS OF AN INTERMEDIATE BUDGET FOR A RETIRED COUPLE.' SPRING 1967

Total budget costs 2

Cost of family consumption .

Total' Food

Ilousin g (shelter, house furnishings,
household operations)

Shelter

Renter
and

owner Home-
corn- Renter owner Transpor-

bined 3 families4 families' tahoe 0

Clothing
and

personal
care

Medical
care

Otherfam-
ily con-

sumption
Total

housing3

Renter
and

owner Home-
corn- Renter owner

Area bined 3 families families

Urban United States $3, 857 53, 976 $3, 793
Metropolitan areas7 3,997 4,124 3,928
Nonmetropolitan areas 3, 440 3, 538 3,388
Northeast:

Boston, Mass 4,258 4.276 4,248
Buffalo N.Y 4,217 4 259 4,194
Hartford, Coon 4,343 4:464 4,278
Lancaster, Pa 3,925 4,005 3,082
New York—northeastern New Jersey 4,265 4,256 4,270
Philadelphia Pa—New Jersey ,,, 3,993 4,015 3,981
Pittsburgh, 11a 3,884 4,020 3,811
Portland, Maine 4,035 4,062 4,020
Nonmetropolitao areas' 3,828 3,957 3,759

North-central:
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 4,019 4,146 3.950
Campaign-Urbana, Ill 4,053 4,208 3,969
Chicago, Ill-northwestern Indiana 3,945 4,156 3,031
Cincinnati, Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana 3,765 3.888 3,699
Cleveland, Ohio 4,057 4,279 3,938
Dayton, Ohio 3,791 4,000 3,679
Defroit, Mich 3,870 4,133 3.720
Green Bay, Wis 3.825 3,812 3.832
lndianapolio, md 4,065 4,194 3,995
Kansas City Ma-Kansas 3,881 4.051 3.789
Milwaukee, 'Win 4,040 4, 132 3,990
Minneapolis-St. Paul. Minn 3,972 4,107 3,899
St. Louis, Mo-Illinois 3,974 4,096 3,909
Wichita, Kans 3,863 3,968 3, 796
Nonmelropotitan areas' 3,555 3,682 3,486

South:
Atlanta, Ga 3,593 3,804 3,479
Austin, Ten 3, 574 3,861 3, 451
Baltimore, Md 3.781 4,024 3,650
Baton Rouge, La 3, 504 3,671 3, 414
Dallas, Ten 3,655 3,801 3,577
Durham, N.C 3,667 3,789 3,601
Houston, Ten 3,679 3,796 3,616
Nashville, Tenn 3,102 3.835 3.631
Orlando, Fla 3,668 3,967 3, 507
Washington, D.C.-Maryland Virginia 3,995 4,228 3,870
Nonmetropolitan areas' 3,222 3,289 3,186

West:
Bakersfield, Calif 3.815 3,948 3,744
Denver, Cob 3, 887 3,994 3, 829
Honolulu. Hawaii 4,429 4,922 4,163
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif 4,019 4,263 3,888
San Diego, Calit 3,853 4 001 3,774
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif::: 4,082 4:414 4,058
Seattle-Everett, Wash 4,273 4,484 4,059
Nonmetropolitan areas i 3,672 3, 790 3,609

$3, 626
3,757
3, 234

4,003
3,964
4,083
3,690
4,009
3,754
3,651
3,793
3,598

3,778
3,810
3,709
3,539
3,814
3,564
3,638
3,596
3,822
3,648
3 798
3734
3,736
3,632
3,342

3,378
3,360
3, 554
3,294
3.436
3, 447
3,459
3,480
3,448
3,756
3,029

3,586
3,654
4,164
3,778
3 P22
3931
4,011
3,452

$1, 048
1,064
1, 002

1,142
1,089
1,173
1,136
1, 173
1,124
1,080
1,104
1,117

1,007
1,042
1,034
1,021
1,010
1,004
1,060

974
1,021
1,032
1 015
1:014
1,073
1,018
1,003

995
972
981
995
978
952

1,003
949
941

1,045
964

1.001
1,035
1,267
1,017

995
1,068
1,007
1, 039

$1, 330
1,425
1, 046

1 621
1:520
1,557
1,302
1.682
1,430
1,273
1,364
1,255

1,479
1, 506
1,454
1,269
1,506
1 296
1:265
1,337
1,507
1,302
1 496
1:425
1,379
1 324
1 142

1103
1' 155
1 276
1,030
1188
1' 249
1 170
1,254
1,273
1,393

912

1,267
1,318
1,530
1,389
1,310
1,448
1,522
1, 159

5849 5968 5785 5382
904 1, 031 836 378
683 781 631 394

1,075 1,093 1,065 360
980 1,022 957 442

1,035 1,156 970 445
819 899 776 392

1,137 1,128 1,142 247
921 943 909 330
774 910 701 414
836 863 821 407
887 1,016 818 410

924 1,051 855 409
993 1, 148 909 397
933 1,144 819 335
763 886 697 402
988 1,210 869 422
800 1,009 688 401
726 989 584 424
840 827 847 411
984 1,113 914 417
771 941 679 434
969 1,061 919 411
910 1,045 837 419
861 983 796 436
814 937 747 432
766 893 697 382

597 808 483 403
678 905 555 405
738 981 607 421
569 736 479 436
710 856 632 411
776 898 710 404
674 790 611 440
752 885 681 408
786 1,085 625 396
843 1,082 724 431
564 631 528 395

765 898 694 431
795 902 737 419
939 1,432 673 476
870 1,114 139 430
810 958 731 499
915 1,147 791 455
942 1,153 828 458
772 890 709 407

$357
362
342

354
385
366
348
368
348
362
388
361

370
356
367
337
372
357
370
362
367
359
364
366
350
350
370

348
320
357
329
335
339
326
347
328
370
311

355
372
352
371
342
397
385
376

$296
300
283

292
296
300
291
303
292
287
289
288

292
297
297
281
277
284
288
295
278
298
289
279
289
288
278

294
297
295
287
304
289
304
293
292
294
282

321
297
295
342
328
327
311
294

$213
228
167

234
232
242
221
236
230
235
241
167

221
212
222
229
227
222
231
217
232
223
223
231
209
220
167

235
211
224
217
220
214
216
229
218
223
165

211
213
244
229
228
236
234
177

I A husband age 65 or over and his wife. 'The averago costs of autothobile owners and n000wners were weighted by the following
'The total cost ot the budget includes an allowance for gifts and contributions, proportions of families: New York, 25 percent for car owners, 75 percent for nonowners; Boston,
'The total represents the weighted average coots at renter and humeowner families. The weights Chicago, Philadelphia, 40 percent for car owners, 60 percent for nonowners all other metropolitan

in the intermediate budget were 35 percent for families living in rental dwellings; 65 percent, oman, 60 percent for car owners, 40 percent for nonowners; nonmetropojitan areas, 68 percent

for homeowners. for car ownero, 32 percent for nonowoers.
4 Average contract rent plus the cost of required amounts ol heating fuel, gas, electricity, water, 'For a detailed description see the 1967 edition of "Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas,"

specified equipment, and insurance on hoasejiold contents, prepared by the Bureau of the Budget
5 Taxes; insurance on house and contents; water, refuse disposal, heating fuol, gas, electricity, 'Places with populations of 2,500 to 50,000.

and specified equipment and home repair and maintenance cost - - -Note: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals,

TABLE 3.—ANNUAL COSTS OF A HIGHER BUDGET FOR A RETIRED COUPLE,' SPRING 1967

Total budget costs

Cost of family consumption

Housing (shelter, houoefumnishings,
household operations) Personal taxes

Renter
Shelter

Renter Renter Other and

and Home-
owner Renter owner
corn- tam- tam-

Area bined a lies lien Total5

and Hame-
Total owner Renter owner

hous- com- tam- tam-
Food ing' bined a lies' lies'

Clothing
Trans- and -

porta- personal Medical
ba,,' care care

family
con-

sump-
ban

owner Renter Home-
corn- tam- owners
blued Iie families

U,ban United States 56,039 56, 350 55,906 55, 335 51,285 52. 066 51. 888 $1,449 $1,076 $682 $549 $299 $454 $235 $285 $214

Metropolitan areas ' 6,342 6,701 6, 187 5, 571 1,305 2,232 1,287 1,588 1, 158 697 545 303 489 284 342 258

Nonmetropotitan areas' 5,137 5,303 5,065 4,629 1,225 1,569 892 1,033 831 639 560 286 350 92 117 81

Northeast:
Bastoil, Mann 7, 198 7,312 7, 149 6,217 1,375 2,840 1,823 1,916 1,783 675 526 295 506 446 467 437

Buffalo, N.Y 6,626 6.938 6,492 5,791 1,310 2,364 1,364 1,619 1,255 747 569 298 503 332 389 307

Hartford, Coon 6,860 7,244 6,695 6,002 1,432 2,433 1,461 1,784 1,322 760 545 303 529 339 400 313

Lancaster, Pa 6 027 6,141 5,977 5304 1,371 1,955 1,048 1,144 1,006 670 527 294 487 256 214 248

New York-Northeastern Newiersey ,917 7,079 6,849 d,012 1,418 2,609 1,618 1,750 1,562 617 550 304 514 385 415 273

Philadelphia. Pa.-New Jersey 6,372 6,827 6, 176 5,557 1,365 2,284 1,324 1,703 1,161 591 519 295 503 329 405 296

Pittsburgh. Pa 6,078 6,333 5,968 5,338 1,311 1,990 1,058 1,272 966 699 537 290 511 271 312 253

Portland, Maine 6,069 5,980 6,107 5,380 1,319 1,995 1,035 959 1,067 693 575 292 506 217 204 223

Pbonmetropolitan ajeas 5,724 5,685 5,741 5, 102 1,366 1,855 1, 165 1, 133 1,179 660 568 291 362 170 163 173

Footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 3.—ANNUAL COSTS OF A HIGHER BUDGET FOR A RETIRED COUPLE,' SPRING 1967—Continued

Total budget costs

Renter
and Home-

owner Renter owner
corn- tam- tam-

Area bined 2 lies lien Total

Cost of family consumption

Food

Housing (shelter, housefurnishings,
household operations)

Other
Clothing family

Trans. and con-
porta- personal Medical sump-
tiun 0 care care tinn

Personal taxes

._
Renter

and
home.
owner Renter Home.
corn- tam- owners
bined lies families

Shelter

Renter
and Home-

Total owner Renter owner
hoax- corn- fam- fam-
log4 bined lies' lies T

Urban United States—Continued
North Central:

Cedar Rapids, Iowa $6, 412 j6, 861 $6, 219
Champaign-Urbana, Ill 6,288 6,494 6,200
Chicago, 111.-Northwestern Indiana 6,248 6,943 5,950
Cincinnati, Ohiu-Ky.-lnd 5,724 5,884 5,655
Cleveland Ohio 6,234 6,544 6,101
Dayton, ohio 6,030 6, 582 5,794
Detroit, Mich 6,377 7,120 6,058
Green Bay, Wis 6,161 6,291 6, 106
Indianapolis, lad 6,304 6,377 6,272
Kansas City, Mo-Kansas 6,088 6,423 5,944
Milwaukee, Wis 6,305 6,496 6,224
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn 6,226 6,481 6, 118
St Louis, Mo.-illinois 6,031 6,094 6,003
Wichita, Kans 6,025 6, 322 5,898
Nonmetropolitan areas ' 5,265 5,314 5,244

South:
Atlanta, Ga 5,475 5,948 5,272
Austin, Ten 5,515 5,872 5,362
Baltimore, Md 6,012 6,206 5,929
Baton Rouge, La 5,569 5,912 5,422
Dallas, Tex 5,949 6,664 5,641
Durham, N.C 5,560 5,734 5,485
Houston,Tex 5,995 6,741 5,674
Nashville Teon 5,728 6,000 5,611
Orlando, ha 5,590 5,808 5,495
Washington, D.C-Maryland-Virginia 6,240 6,605 6, 084
Nonmetropolitan areas 4,827 5, 089 4, 714

West:
Bakersfield, Calif 5,978 6,283 5,847
Denver, Coin 6,154 6,565 5,978
Honolulu, Hawaii 7,219 8,072 6,853
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif 6,487 7,377 6, 105
San Diego, Calif 6, 127 6,548 5,947
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif 6,540 6,870 6,399
Seattle-Everett, Wash 6,497 6,725 6,399
Nonmetropolitan areas 9 5, 519 5,794 5,401

5,590
5,553
5,519
5,078
5,489
5, 307
5,608
5,353
5,553
5,361
5,460
5,430
5,317
5,299
4, 726

4,908
4,940
5,314
4,983
5,284
4,932
5,320
5,110
5,000
5,493
4, 388

5,307
5,444
6,204
5,706
5,425
5,751
5,717
4,909

$1,249
1,291
1,275
1,265
1,236
1,225
1,304
1, 198
1,264
1,264
1,264
1,247
1,334
1,244
1,227

1,224
1,188
1,231
1,274
1,226
1, 169
1,243
1,161
1, 170
1,282
1, 177

1,232
1,324
1,594
1,269
1,230
1,341
1,367
1,285

2, 284 $1, 330 $1, 696 $1, 173
2,229 1,332 1,507 1,257
2,268 1,337 1,924 1,085
1,847 959 1,094 901
2,219 1,288 1,551 1,176
2,099 1,192 1,656 994
2,231 1,279 1,900 1,013
2, 139 1,232 1,337 1, 187
2,231 1,309 1,370 1,283
2,023 1, 084 1,363 964
2, 172 1,268 1,422 1,202
2, 143 1,224 1,428 1, 13)
1,953 1,042 .1, 095 1,019
2,017 1, 100 1,346 994
1,658 974 1, 016 956

1,689 788 1192 615
1,758 905 1,210 775
2,057 1,085 1,245 1,016
1,668 831 1,123 706
2,010 1, 149 1,757 888
1,774 908 1,051 846
2,019 1,123 1,756 851
1,932 1,027 1,258 927
1,873 980 1, 166 900
2, 137 1, 178 1,479 1,049
1,410 754 979 658

1,983 1 049 1,309 938
2,100 1,150 1,494 1,003
2,436 1,344 2,030 1,050
2,301 1,356 2, 103 1,036
2, 147 1,216 1,574 1,063
2,205 1,232 1,511 1,113
2, 192 1, 177 1,370 1,094
1,714 982 1,208 885

$725 $568 $294 $470
722 551 300 460
639 567 299 471
680 524 284 478
714 574 219 467
672 554 287 470
719 570 291 493
699 562 298 457
713 568 281 496
741 555 300 478
698 561 292 473
716 562 281 481
758 542 292 438
746 539 291 462
617 595 281 348

689 535 297 474
727 495 299 473
709 537 298 482
764 505 289 483
731 517 306 494
708 518 291 472
780 501 306 471
720 531 295 471
692 502 294 469
725 568 296 485
642 527 284 348

774 526 324 468
710 546 300 464
815 521 298 540
758 551 344 483
732 507 332 477
796 588 330 491
793 568 314 483
660 597 296 357

$334 $417 $298
250 281 237
246 354 200
196 221 185
264 311 243
256 344 218
279 401 226
338 363 328
266 278 260
256 312 232
366 403 351
320 371 299
246 256 241
244 295 223
115 122 112

130 199 100
135 187 112
230 264 216
143 194 121
200 307 153
189 220 176
207 320 158
166 207 14
146 178 13
270 334 243

40 77 23

204 249 184
233 300 204
481 648 409
284 427 222
226 289 199
289 340 267
282 317 267
1)3 222 152

* A husband age 65 or over and his wile. 25 percent for nonownero; all other metropolitan and nenmetropolitan areas, 100 percent for
The total cost of the budget includes an allowance for gifts and contributions, car owners.

'Thetotal represents the weighted average costs of renter and homeowner families. The weights a Average contract rentplus the cost of required amounts of heating fuel, gas, electricIty, water
in the higher budget were 30 percent for families living in rental dwellings; 70 percent for home- specified equipment, and insurance on household contents. - -
owners. 'Taxes; insurance on house and contents; water refuse disposal, heating fuel, gun, electricity,

o The total includes an allowance of $53 for lodging away from home city. The allowance is the and specifiod equipment; and home repair and maintenance costs.
same for all areas. This allowance is not shown separately or included in any of the housing sub- 'Fur a detailed description see the 1967 edition of "Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas,"
groups. prepared by the Bureau of the Budget.

a The average costs of automobile owners and nonowners were weighted by the following 9 Places with populations of 2,500 to 50,000.
proportions of families: Boston Chicago, New York, Philadelphia, 75 percent for car owners, . .

Note: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals.

TABLE 4—INDEXES OF COMPARATIVE COSTS BASED ON A LOWER LEVEL BUDGET FOR A RETIRED COUPLE, SPRING 1967'

IU.S. urban average costs=100j

Total budget costs

Renter
and

owner Home-
corn- Renter owner

Area bined 5 families families Total2

Cost of family consumption

Hoasi

Food Total 9

ng (shelter, house furnishings,
hoasehnld operation)

Shelter

Renter
aod

owner Home-
com- Renter owner Transper-

hived 1 families' families1 tation'

Clothing
and

personal
cars

Medical
care

Otherfam-
lly con-

sumption

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100102 102 102 101 106 106 106 106 90 102 101 108
93 93 93 97 83 82 82 82 130 95 96 77

103 100 106 103 106 118 121 106 132 25 100 99 111110 108 112 110 103 116 118 109 125 131 109 100 109113 113 114 113 108 119 126 123 128 131 105 101 115100 99 103 101 105 98 98 91 103 110 99 98 101105 99 109 105 10) 122 127 106 144 17 103 102 11198 95 100 98 106 105 106 94 114 24 99 98 109100 101 100 100 102 94 93 97 89 120 103 97 112104 102 106 104 002 103 101 92 107 113 109 98 119104 104 103 104 105 101 107 108 106 138 100 97 78

104 105 103 104 99 107 107 111 104 118 105 98 101106 107 104 106 101 112 105 120 112 115 100 100 95100 103 98 100 102 112 114 124 106 22 105 100 104
97 98 97 97 99 91 89 91 87 117 94 95 108106 108 105 106 99 112 115 120 111 124 104 93 110101 105 98 101 98 101 100 114 90 115 100 95 10599 104 96 99 102 90 86 105 72 124 105 97 111100 98 101 100 96 99 97 89 103 116 103 99 101107 109 105 107 100 115 J17 125 111 119 103 94 110101 103 99 101 101 95 92 101 85 125 102 100 102105 105 104 105 97 110 113 115 112 119 103 98 105104 105 103 104 98 108 110 112 108 122 105 94 105103 104 103 103 104 102 101 104 99 127 99 98 97101 103 100 101 101 100 97 105 92 12.1 99 97 10296 97 95 96 100 88 88 92 86 126 103 94 75

Urban United States ioe
Metropolitan areas' 102
Nonmetropolitsn areas 5 93
Northeast:

Boston, Mass
Buffalo, N.Y
Hartford, Conn
Lancaster, Pa
New York-Northeastern New Jersey
Philadelphia, Pa-NJ
Pittsburgh, Pa
Portland, Maine
Nontnetropolitan areas 9

North Central:
Cedar Rapids, Iowa
Champaign-Urbana, Ill
Chicago, IlL-Northwestern Indiana
Cincinnali, OhiôKentucky-lndiana
Cleveland, Ohio
Dayton, Ohio
Detroit, Mich
Green Bay, Win
Indianapolis, nd
Kansas City, Mo.—Kans
Milwaukee, Wis
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Miss
St. Louis, Mo—Ill
Wichita, Kans
Nonmetropolitan areas

See footnotes at end of table 6.
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TABLE 4.—INDEXES OF COMPARATIVE COSTS BASED ON A LOWER LEVEL BUDGET FOR A RETIRED COUPLE, SPRING 1967 i—Continued

E 10745

Total budget costs a

Cost of family consumption

Housing (shelter, furnishings,
household operations)

Renter
and

owner Home-
corn- Renter owner

Area bined $ families families Total Food

Renter
and

owner Home-
com- Renter owner Transpor-

Total bined 4 families families 0 tation'

Clothing
and

personal
care

Medical
care

Otherfam-
ily con-

sumption

Urban United States—ContInued
South:

Atlanta, Ga 92 94 91 92 94 80 69 78 63 116 97 99 114

Austin, Tes 92 95 90 92 93 84 77 89 68 116 89 100 101

Baltimare, Md 98 101 96 98 92 95 91 101 84 124 99 100 107

Baton Rouge, La 91 93 89 91 94 76 68 79 59 125 95 97 105

Dallas, Tex 94 94 94 94 92 87 81 84 80 119 93 103 105

Durham, P1.0 96 97 95 96 90 95 92 97 89 115 94 98 102

Houston, Ten 95 96 94 95 78 83 74 129 91 103 105

Nashville, Tenn 95 94 95 95 90 91 85 84 86 116 96 99 110

Orlando, Fla 96 102 92 96 89 99 96 117 80 112 91 99 103

Washington, D.C.—Md.—Va 105 111 101 105 98 108 110 130 94 127 102 99 109

Nonmetropolitan areas' 87 87 88 87 93 74 69 68 70 129 87 95 77

West:
Bakersfield Calif 99 100 99 99 99 91 87 89 85 128 100 108 98

Deever, Co(o. 101 100 102 101 101 98 95 90 99 118 106 101 99

Honolulu, Hawaii 116 127 109 116 125 114 108 146 80 143 99 100 116

Lo, Angeles—Long Beach, Calif 106 110 103 106 99 103 105 121 93 127 104 115 109

San Diego1 Calif 102 104 101 102 97 101 101 107 96 125 96 110 109

San Francisco—Oakland. Calif 110 112 108 110 103 108 110 120 102 136 112 110 112

Seattle—Everett, Wash 111 114 109 111 108 112 112 121 105 134 110 105 108

Nonmetropolitan areas ' 101 100 102 101 104 94 94 92 96 138 104 99 83

TABLE 5.—INDEXES OF COMPARATIVE COSTS BASED ON AN INTERMEDIATE LEVEL BUDGET FOR A RETIRED COUPLE, SPRING 196

LU.S. Urban Average Costs=100l

7'

Area

Cost of family consumption

Housing (shelter, house furnishings,
household operations)

Total budget costs Shelter

Renter Renter

and and

owner Home- owner Home-

corn- Renter owner corn- Renter owner Transpor-

bined familie, families Total I Food Total' blued' families5 families' tation'

Clothing
and

personal
care

Other lam-
Medical ily con-

care sumption

Urban United States
Metropolitan areas'
Nonmetropolltan areas '
Northeast:

Boston, Mass
Buffalo, N.Y
Hartford, Cone
Lancaster, Pa
New York-Northeastern New Jersey
Philadelphia Pa.-New Jersey
Pittsburgh, a
Portland, Maine
Nonmetropolitan areas '

North Central:
Cedar Rapids, Iowa
Champaign-Urbana, Ill
Chicago, Ill-Northwestern Indiana.
Cincinnati, 0hioKentucky-lndlana
Cleveland Ohio
Dayton, Ohio
Detroit Mich
Green ay Wis
Indianapolis, Ind
Kansas City, Mo.-Kans
Milwaukee, Wis
Minneapolis-St Paul, Mine
St. Louis Mo-Ill
Wichita, Kans
Nonmetropolitanareas'

South:
Atlanta, Ga
Austin, Tea
Baltimore, Md
Baton Rouge, La
Dallas, Tea
Durham, N.C
Houston, Ten
Nashville, Tens
Orlando, Fla
Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va
Nonmetropolitan areas'

West:
Bakelsfield, Calif
Denver Cob
Honolulu, Hawaii
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif
San Diego, Calif
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif
Seattle-Everett, Wash
Nonrnetropolitafl areas a

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

104 104 104 104 101 107 106 106 107 99

89 89 89 89 96 79 81 81 80 103

110 108 112 110 109 122 127 113 136 94

109 107 111 109 104 114 115 106 122 116

113 112 113 113 112 117 122 119 124 116

102 101 102 102 108 98 96 93 99 103

111 107 113 111 112 126 134 117 146 65

104 101 105 104 107 107 108 97 116 86

101 101 100 101 103 96 91 94 89 108

105 102 106 105 105 103 98 89 105 106

99 100 99 99 107 94 105 105 104 107

104 104 104 104 96 111 109 108 109 107

105 106 105 105 99 113 117 119 116 104

102 105 101 102 99 109 110 118 104 88

98 98 98 98 97 95 90 91 89 105

105 108 104 105 96 113 116 125 111 110

98 101 97 98 96 97 94 104 88 105

100 104 98 100 101 95 85 102 74 111

99 96 101 99 93 100 99 85 108 108

105 105 105 105 97 113 116 115 116 109

101 102 100 101 99 98 91 97 87 113

105 104 105 105 97 112 114 110 117 107

103 103 103 103 97 107 107 108 107 110

103 103 103 103 102 104 101 102 101 114

100 100 100 100 97 99 96 97 95 113

92 93 92 92 96 86 90 92 89 100

93 96 92 93 95 83 70 83 62 105

93 96 91 93 93 87 80 93 71 106

98 101 96 98 94 96 87 101 77 110

91 92 90 91 95 77 67 76 61 114

89 84 88 81 108

95 95 95 95 91 94 91 93 90 105

88 79 82 78 115

96 96 96 96 91 94 89 91 87 107

95 100 92 95 90 96 93 112 80 104

104 106 102 104 100 105 100 112 92 113

84 83 84 84 92 69 66 65 67 103

99 99 99 99 96 95 90 93 88 113

101 100 101 101 99 99 94 93 94 110

115 124 110 115 121 115 110 148 86 125

104 107 102 104 97 104 102 115 94 113

100 101 99 100 95 99 95 99 93 110

108 111 107 108 102 109 108 119 101 119

111 113 110 111 806 114 111 119 106 120

95 95 95 95 99 81 91 92 90 106

100
101

96

99
108
103

98
103
98

102
109
101

104
100
103
95

104
100
104
102
103
101
102
103
98
98

104

98
90

100
92
94
95
92
98
92

104
87

100
104
99

104
96

111
108
106

100 100
WI 107

95 18

99 110
100 109
101 113

90 104
102 111

99 108
97 110
98 113
97 79

98 104
100 100
100 104
95 107
93 107
96 104
97 109
99 102
94 109

100 105
98 104
94 108
98 98
97 103
94 78

99 110
100 99
100 105
97 102

103 103
98 101

103 101

99 107
99 103
99 105
95 77

108 99
100 100

100 114
115 108
111 107
110 111
105 110
99 83

See footnotes at end of table 6.
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TABLE 5.—INDEXES OF COMPARATIVE COSTS BASED ON A HIGHER LEVEL BUDGET FOR A RETIRED COUPLE, SPRING 1967i

IU.S. urban average costs—lOG]

Cost of family consumption

Total budget Costs 5
Shelter

Renter
Renterand

and Clothingowner Home- owner Home- and Other fam.Corn- Renter owner Corn- Renter owner Transper- personal Medical ly COn-
Area bined I families families Total Food Total S bined 1 families' families 5 tation 7 Care Care sumption

('rbanUnitedStates
Metropolitan areas'

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Nonmetropolilan areas'

105 106 105 104 102 108 108 110 108 102
100 100 100

Northeast: 85 83 95 76 75 71
99 101 108

Boston, Mass
94 102 96 77

Buffalo, N.Y
119 115 121 111 107 137 153 132 166

Hartford, Conn
110 109 110 109 102 114 115 112 117

99 96 99 Iii
Lancaster, Pa

114 114 113 112 Ill 118 123 123 123
104 IOU ill

NewYork-northeasternNj
100 97 101 99 107 95 88 79 93

99 102 116

Philadelphia, Pa.-Nj
115 111 116 113 110 126 136 121 145

96 98 107

Pittsburgh, Pa
105 107 105 104 106 111 111 118 108

100 102 113

Portland, Ma!ne
101 100 101 100 102 96 89 88 90 102

95 99 111

Nonmetropoltan areas'
100 94 103 101 103 97 87 99

98 97 112

North Central:
95 90 97 96 106 90 98 78 110

105 Iii
CedarRapids,Iowa

97 103 97 80

Champsign.Urbana, Ill
106 108 105 105 97 111 112 117 109

Chicago, Ill-Northwestern md
104 102 105 104 100 108 112 104 117 106

103 99 103

Cincinnati, Ohlo-K1,.-Ind
103 109 101 103 99 110 113 133 101

100 100 101

Cleveland, Ohio
93 96 95 98 89 81 76 84 100

103 108 104

Dayton, Ohio
103 103 103 103 96 107 108 107 109

95 95 105

Detroit, Isich
100 104 98 99 95 102 100 114 92 98

105 94 103

Green Bay, Wis
106 112 103 105 101 108 108 131 94 105

101 96 104

lndianaplis,lnd 102 99 103 100 93 104 104 92 110 102
104 98 109

Kansas City, Mo.-Kans
104 100 106 104 98 108 110 95 119

102 100 101

Milwaukee, Wis
101 101 101 100 98 98 91 94 90

105 103 94 109

Minneapolis-St Paul, Mien
104 102 105 102 98 105 107 98 112 102

101 101 105

St Louis, Mn-Ill 103 102 104 102 97 104 103 98 106
102 98 104

Wichita, Kans
100 90 102 100 104 95 88 76 95

102 94 106

Noometropoliton areas'
Sduth:

100
87

100
84

100
89

99
89

97
96

98
80

93
82

93
70

92
89

109
99
98

98
98

97
102

Atlanta, Ga
90 108 94 77

Austin, Ten
91 94 89 92 95 82 66 82 57

Baltimore, Md
91 92 91 93 92 85 76 84 72

97 99 105

Baton Rouge, La
100 98 100 100 96 100 91 86 94

90 100 104

Dallas, Ten
92 93 92 93 99 81 70 78 66

98 100 106

Durham, N.C
98 105 96 99 95 97 97 121 83

92 97 106

Houston, Ten
92 90 93 92 91 86 76 73 79

107 94 102 169

Nashville, Teen
99 106 96 100 97 98 94 121 79 114

94 98 104

Orlando, Fla
Washington, D.C-Md.-Va

95
93

94
91

95 96
94

90
91

94
91

86
82

87
80

86
84

106
101

91
97

103
99

104
104

Nonmetropolitan areas u
103 104 103 103 100 103 99 102 97 106

92 99 103

Weal: 80 80 80 82 92 68 63 68 61
103 99 107

Bakersfield Calif
Denver Co(o
ItonoIuu, Hawaii

99
102

99
103

99
lOt

99
102

96
103

96
102

88
97

90
103

87
93

94

113
104

96

96

95

108

76

103

Los Angeles-Long Beach, Colt
120 127 116 116 124 118 113 140 98 119

99 100 102

San Diego1 Calif
107 116 103 107 99 111 114 145 96 111

100 119

San Francisco-Oakland, Calif
101 103 101 102 96 104 102 109 99 107

115 106

Seattle-Everett, Wash
108 108 108 108 004 107 104 104 103 117

III 105

Nonmetropolitan areas
108
91

106
91

108
91

107
92

106
100

106
83

99
83

95
83

102
82

116
97

107
103
109

110
105
99

108
1116

JThe family consists of a retired husband and wife, age 65 yearn or over. the following proportions of families: New York Boston, Chicago, and Philadelphia 100 percenaThe total represents the weighted average Costs of rector and homeowner families. See the for n000wners; all other metropolitan areas, 4 percent for automobile owners, 5 percent forweights cited in footnote 4.
nonowoers; nonmetropolitan areas, 55 percent for owners, 45 percent for nonowners. The intej-The lower and intermediate budgets do not include an allowance for lodging away from horns mediate budget proportions are: New York, 25 percent for owners, 75 percent for nonuwners;city, but the higher budget includes $53 for aft areas. These costs are not shown separately sr Boston, Philadelphia, and Chicago, 40 percent for owners, 60 percent for nonowners; all otherincluded in any of the housing subgroups.

. metropolitan areas, 60 percent for owners, 40 percent for rionowners; nonmetropoijian areas,4 The average Cost of shelter is weighted by the following proportions: Lower budget, 40 percent 68 percent for owners and 32 percent for 0000wners. Tha higher budget proportions are: Newfor renters, 60 percent for homeowners; intermediate bad_get, 35 percent for renters, 65 percent York, Boston, Ptuladefphia, and Chicago, 75 percent for ownero 25 percent for nonownern; allfor homeowners; higher budget, 30 percent for renters, 70 percent for homeowners. other areas, 100 percent fer automobile owners. Intermediate budget Costs for automobile owners'Average contract rent plus the cost of required amounts of heating fuel, gas, electricity, water, in autumn 1966 were revised prior to.updating to spring 1967 cost Ievólu.specified eguipment, and insurance on household contents. , . ,
e For a detailed description, see the 1967 edition of the Standurd Metropolitan StatisIicI Areas,• Taxes, insurance on house and Contents, water, refuse disposal, heating fuel, gas, electricity, prepared by the Bureau of the Budgetspecified equipment, and home repair and maintenance costs.
'Places with population of 2,500 to 50,000.I The average costs to automobile owners and e000wners in the lower budget ate weighted by

TABLE 7—ANNUAL COSTS OF CONSUMPTION FOR 3 LEVELS LIVING FOR A RETIRED COUPLE, URBAN UNITED STATES,
SPRING 1907, AUTUMN 1968, AND SPRING 1969 i

(ESTIMATED ON THE BASIS OF THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX)

Spring
1967

Percent
Percentchange,
Changespring 1967 -

. upning 196)Autumn Spring to Spring Autumn Spring to1968 1969' 1969
1967 1968 1969' spring 1969

tower:
Food
Housing
Transportation
Clothing and personal care
Medical care
Other family consumption _

Total family consomption
Intermediate:

$789
939
191
217
294
126_____

2,556

IntermedIate__Continued
$835 $851 7.9 Other family consumption $213 $229 $231 8. 5986 1, 010 7.6

200 205 7.3 Total family consumption 3,626 3,850 3,940 8.7234 240 10.6
321 334 13.6 Higher:
135 137 8. 7 Food 1,289 1,363 1,387 7.9-____ Housing 2,066 2, 183 2,239 8.42,711 2,777 8.6 Transportation 682

Food..
Housing
Transportation
Clothing and personal care
Medical care

1, 048
1.330

382
357
296

713 735 7.8Clothing and personal care 549 595 608 10.71, 111 1, 131 7.9 Medical care 299 326 339 13.41,400 1,433 7. 7 Other family censumption 454 484 495 9.0400 412 7. 9
387 396 10.9 Total family consumption 5,335 5,664 5,803 8.8323 337 13. 9

'Tho budget estimates for spring 1969 reflect a slower rise than the 9.-percent incrense In budgets were nut affected by the sharp rise in mortgage interest rates, Data for sprIng 1969 wfll betha CPI becausa a majority of the retired couples tine is mortgaga-lree homes. Therefore, their revised later to reflect the spring 1969 rapricing of goods und services that male up the budgets.

Housing (shelter, house furnishings,
hoesehold operations)
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PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR.
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday. December 16, 1969

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, previous
commitments In my district unavoidably
prevented my voting on rollcll 323. Had
I been present to vote on H.R. 15095, the
Social Security Amendments of 1969. I
would have voted "yea."
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1969

8PCH OF

HON. THADDEUS J. DULSKI
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday. December 15, 1969
Mr. DULSKL Mr. Speaker, I am in

full support of the pending legislation,
ER. 15095, to increase all social security
benefits by 15 percent effective next
month.

I commend the Committee on Ways
and Means and particularly Its chair-
man, the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
MILLS) for bringing this measure before
the House at this time.

Obviously, there are other adjustments
which should also be made In the so-
cial security law. But the current need
for an across-the-board Increase in bene-
fits cannot wait for the necessary delib-
erations of the committee on those de-
tails.

Our senior citizens, with their fixed in-
comes, are feeling the effects of infla-
tion more than anyone else. For exam-
ple, there is no provision in their bene-
fits for escalation In line with the steady
increase in. the cost of living.

Incidentally, because of the timelag
necessary to adjust the payment sched-
ules of all of the individual beneficiaries,
the first monthly check to show the pro-
posed Increase, will not be received until
the first week hi April. But shortly there-
after an additional check will be sent to
each beneficiary to cover the monthly
increases for January through March.

SInce January, I have sponsored a
number of bills calling for changes in
the social security law. One provided for
the across-the-board 15-percent in-
crease—the same amount called for in
the pending bill—but it also provided for
an automatic system to cover increases
In the cost of living.

I remain convinced that we must in-
stall a semiautomatic system tied to the
cost of living. However, I recognize the
problem of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee in trying to deal with anything
beyond the across-the-board increase at
this point in the legislative session.

In this connection, I appreciate the
assurance from the chairman that his
committee will consider the other social
security law clanges when Congress re-
convenes next month. There are a num-
ber of glaring Inequities which must be
acted upon.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the pend-
ing bill, H.R. 15095, will have the unani-
mous support of the House and thus give
assurance to our, senior citizens in par-
ticular and to all Americans in general,
that we recognize the inadequacy of the
present system of benefits.
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SUPPORT FOR SOCIAL SECURITY
INCREASE

SPEECH 05'

HON. WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY
OP MISSOURI

tN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, December 15, 1969

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I support H.R.
15095, to provide for a 15-percent across-
the-board Increase in social security pay-
ments. One of my first acts In Congress
was to Introduce similar legislation—
providing for• a 15-percent benefit in-
crease, and for cost-of-living adjust-
ments in benefits. Since social security
payments were Increased, a year and a
half ago, the cost of living has increased
10 percent. And the meager increase at
that time still left the majority of social
security recipients living on incomes be-
low the subsistence level.

Inflation has had its most harsh effect
upon older Americans. They have no way
to fight it—no way out of the cycle.
Sources of income for older Americans
are limited. Full-time employment for
the elderly is exceedingly difficult to find.
Due to the restriction on the outside
earnings imposed by social security reg-
ulations, the sn1or citizen suffers an-
other squeeze.

Many of these citizeps were not so for-
tunate as to participate In pension plans
which would guarantee them sufficient
retirement Income. Many who felt they
had saved and invested for their later
years have seen their dollars washed
away by inflation until their plans for
self-sufficiency have become lost dreams.

These citizens cannot be blamed for
their plight and they should not be re-
quired to suffer as they now do. There
are 1.2 million social security recipients
who must rely on old age assistance to
supplement their meager social security
payments. Many have lost their dignity
through public assistance and others
have humbly called upon offspring and
other relatives to supplement their in-
adequate incomes.

At a time when all middle- and low-
income Americans must pinch pennies, a
father of three finds it difficult, If not
impossible, to support parents and/or
grandparents in addition to his Imme-
diate family.

It is shameful that we have delegated
our older citizens to such an existence.
Today, the average social security bene-
fit Is less than one-third the $3,900 which
the Bureau of Labor Statistics says is
necessary for a modest standard of liv-
ing. The 2.5 million widows drawinS
survivor's benefits are living on average
payments of $87 a month—or only $1,044
a year. For 80 percent of the older Amer-
icans dependent upon social security, the
basic necessities of life must be com-
promised. They go without sufficient food,
or clothing, or heat or lights, or housing.

These Americans have been robbed of
their dignity—dignity and respect which
should be a reward for the toil and trib-
ulations of having lived and worked in
this society.

Poverty knows no age limits. It hits the
old and the young with equal strength,
and equal cruelty. The young must cling
to some hope for relief—that things will
get better. The old who have had hard
times in youth, the old who have worked
but who could not-anticipate the nature
of the present economy, the old who are
disabled, widowed, and those who have
no families—none of these senior citizens
deserve the hardships of old age which
they now reap.

The 15-percent increase In social secu-
rity benefits to be effective January 1,
1970—Is the very least we can do for
senior citizens now.
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of our consideration of the social secu-
rity system. Mr. MILLS has promised to
undertake an extensive review of all as-
pects of socIal security—disability in-
surance, hospital insurance, supplemen-
tary hospital benefits, and others—and
report a comprehensive reform bill to
the House next March.

Among the measures to which I hope
the committee will give careful consid-
eration is one which I, along with many
of my colleagues, have long advocated.
It calls for a standard cost-of-living In-
crease in social security benefits, to be
applied automatically—as they generally
are to civil service and military retire-
ment benefits. Certainly, our senior citl-
zens should not be forced to bear the
brunt of inflation, by living on fixed in-
come when wages and prices for the rest
of our society are rising. Raising their
social security benefits to meet the rising
cost of living Is not generosity—it is only
fairness, and I hope that the Ways and
Means Committee will recognize this in
their deliberations next year.

For now, however, I applaud the step
we have taken—remembering, as I say,
that it is only the first of many that we
must take to give our senior citizens
what they deserve. Yesterday's vote, If
accepted by the Senate, will do much to
improve the lot of our retired citizens.
The average benefit paid to a retired
worker would rise from $100 to $116 a
month. For a married couple, benefits
would rise from $170 to $196 a month.
Average widows benefits would rise from
$88 to $100 monthly. A disabled worker's
benefits would rise from $113 to $130 a
month. And a widow with two children
would find her social security check ris-
ing from $254 to $292 a month.

Some 25 mIllion people would benefit
from the Increases provided In this bill.

It Is, let me reiterate, a beginnIng to
what I hope will be an extensive revamp-
ing our entire social security system.
But this bill is a good beginning, and I
am glad to support it.

SOCIAL SECDRrI'Y RISE

HON. HASTINGS KEITH
OF MASSACHSETrS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 17, 1969
Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, the 15-per-

cent across-the-board increase in social
security benefits as it has just passed the
House is a much-needed step in the right
direction. When one considers that the
cost of hying has risen 9.1 percent since
the last socIal security rise in February
of 1968, and that the benefits we are
now voting will not take effect until
next April, then the rightness of our
vote becomes obvious.

As Chairman MILLS of the Ways and
Means Committee has pointed out, this
measure Is only a beginning, not the end,
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TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the unfinished
business be laid before the Senate.
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The ACTING PREEIDENT pro tern-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERIC. H.R.
13270, an act to reform the Income tax
laws.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-
pore. Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.
* * * * *
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* * * * *
INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY PATMENS

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I send to the
desk an amendment and ask for it im-
mediate consideration.

The 'PRES]DING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

- Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed With.

The PREsIDflqG OFFICE1. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG'S amendment was to add at
the end of the bill the following newtitle:

TITLE X—INCREASE ne SOCIAL ECURITT
BENEFITS

That this title may be cited as the "Social
Security Amendments of 1969".
INCREASE IN OLD-ACE, SuRVIVORS, AND 515-

ABILITY INSURANCE BENEaTFS

SEC. 2. (a) Section 215(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act is amended by striking out the
table and inserting in Ueu thereof' the
following:

'TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

355 40 $76 $64.00 $96.00 26.95 $27.46 $79.90 t1I4 $118 $91.90 $137.90or (ess 27.47 28.00 81.10 119 122 93.30 140.00$I6.2I.. 16.84 56.50 $77 78 65.00 97,50 28.01 28.68 82.30 123 127 94.70 142.1016.85 17.60 57.70 19 80 66. 40 99.60 28.69 29.25 83,60 128 132 96.20 144.30l7.6I,._. 18.40 58.80 81 81 67.70 101.60 29.26 29,68 84.70 133 136 97.50 146.3018.41 19.24 59.90 82 83 68.90 103.40 29.69 30.36 85.90 137 141 98.80 148.2019.25 20. OQ 61. 10 84 85 70.30 105.50 30.37 30.92 87.20 142 146 100.30 150. 5020.01 20.64 62.20 86 87 71.60 107.40 30.93 31.36 88.40 147 150 iOl.70 152.6021.28 -63.10 88 89 72.80 109.20 31.37 32.00 89.50 151 155 103.00 154.5121.29 21.88 64.50 90 90 74.20 111.30 32.01 32.60 90.80 156 160 104.50 156.8021.89 22.28 65.60 91 92 75.50 113.30 32.61 33.20 92.00 161 164 105.80 158.7022.29 22.68 66.70 93 94 76.80 115.20 33.21 33.88 93.20 165 169 107.20 168.8022.69 23.08 67.80 95 96 78.00 117.00 33.89 38.50 94.40 170 174 108.60 162.9023,09 23.44 69.00 97 97 79.40 119.10 34.51 35.00 95.60 175 178 100.00 165.003.45 23.76 70.20 98 99 80.80 121.20 35.01..._ 35.80 96.80 179 183 111.40 167.1023.77__-_. 2420 71.50 100 101 82.30 123.50 35.81 36.80 98.09 186 188 112.70 169.1024.21 24.60 72.60 102 102 83.50 125.30 36.41 37.08 99.50 189 193 114.20 171.3024.6l...,,.. 25,0 73.80 183 104 84.90 127.40 37.09 37.60 100.50 194 197 115,60 113.4024.01 25.48 75.10 105 106 86.40 129.60 37.81 38.20 101,60 198 202 116.90 175,4025.49 25.92 76.30 107 107 87.80 131.70 38.21 30.12 101.90 203 27 118.40 277.6025.93__.._ 26..40 77.50 11)8 109 89,20 133.80 39.13...,... 39,68 104.10 208 211 119,80 119,7026.41 26.94 78.70 110 113 90.60 135.90 39.69 40.33 105.20 212 216 121.00 181.50

II III IV V

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance amount (Primary (Maximum
benefit under 1939 under çAverage insurance family
act, as modified) 1967 act) monthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the
maximum
amount of

benefitsIf an individual's Or his payable (as
primary Insurance primary Or his average The amount provided in
benefit (as deter- Insurance monthly wage (as referred to sec. 203(a)
mlne4 under amount determined under in the on the basis
rubsec. (d)) Is— (as deter- subsec. (b)) Is— preceding of his wages

mined paragraphs and self-
But.not under But not of this employment

more subsec. more subsection incomeAt least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

II Ill IV V

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance amount (Primary (Maximum
benefit under 1939 .under (Average insurance famIly
act, as modifIed) 1967 act) monthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the
maxImum
amount of

benefits
If an individual's Or his

, payable (as
primary insurance primary Or his average The amount provided In
benefit (as deter- insurance monthly wage (as referred to sec. 203(a))
mined under amuunt determined under in the on the basis
subsec. (d)) is— (as-deter- subsec. (b)) is— preceding of hIs wages

mIned paragraphs and self-
Bat not under But not of thIs employment

more subsec. more subsection IncomeAt least— than— (c)) Is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—
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"TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMJLY BENEFITS—Continued

"I II III IV V

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance amount (Primary (Maximum
benefit under 1939 under (Average insurance family
act, as modified) 1967 act) monthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits

If an individual's Or his payable (as

primary insurance primary Or his average The amount provided in
benefit (as deter- insurance monthly wage (as referred to sec. 203(a))
mined under amount determined under in the on the basis
subsec. (d)) is— (as deter- subsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages

mined paragraphs and self-
But not under But not of this employment

more subsec. more subsection income

At least— than— (c)) is— Atleast— than— shall be— shall be—

"I II III IV V

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance amount (Primary (Maximum
benefit under 1939 under (Average insurance family
act, as modified) 1967 act) monthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
If an indIvidual's Or his payable (as
primary insurance primary Or his average The amount provided in
benefit (as deter- Insurance monthly wage (a referred to sec. 203(a))
mined under amount determined under in the on the basis
subsec. (d)) is— (as deter- subsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages

mined paragraphs and self-
But not under But not of this employment

more subsec. more subsection income

At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— halI be—

$40.34
41. 13
41.77
42.45
43.21
43.77
44.45
44.89

$41. 12
41. 76
42.44
43.20
43.76
44.44
44.88
45.60

$106. 50
107.70
108.90
110.10
111.40
112.60
113.70
115.00
116.20

$217
222
226
231
236
240
245
250
254

$221
225
230
235
239
244
249
253
258

8122. 50
123.90
125.30
126.70
128.20
129.50
130.80
132.30
133.70

$181. 50
185. 90
188.00
190.10
192.30
195.20
199.20
202.40
206.40

117.30 259 263 134.90 210.40
118.60 264 267 136.40 213.60
119.80 268 272 137.80 217.60
121.00 273 277 139.20 221.60
122.20 278 281 140.60 224.80
123.40 282 286 142. 00 228.80
124.70 287 291 143.50 232.80
125.80 292 295 144.10 236.00
127. 10 296 300 146.20 240. 00

128. 30 301 305 147.60 244. 00

129.40 306 309 148.90 247.20
130.70 310 314 150.40 251.20
131.90 315 319 151.70 255.20
133.00 320 323 153.00 258.40
134.30 324 328 154.50 262. 40

135.50 329 333 155.90 266.40
136. 80 334 337 157.40 269.60
137.90 338 342 158.60 273.60
139.10 343 347 160.00 277.60
140.40 348 351 161.50 280.80
141.50 352 356 162. 80 284.80
142.80 357 361 164. 30 288. 80
144. 00 362 365 165.60 292. 00
145.10 366 370 166.90 296.00
146.40 371 375 168.40 300.00
147.60 376 379 169.80 303.20
148.90 380 384 171. 30 307.20
150.00 385 389 172.50 311.20
151.20 390 393 173.90 314.40
152.50 394 398 175. 40 318. 40
153.60 399 403 176.70 322. 40
154.90 404 407 178.20 325.60
156. 00 408 412 179. 40 329.60
157. 10 413 417 180. 70 333.60
158.20 418 421 182. 00 336.80
159.40 422 426 183.40 340.80
160.50 427 431 184.60 344.80
161.60 432 436 185.90 348.80
162. 80 437 440 187.30 350. 40
163.90 441 445 188. 50 352. 40
165. 00 446 450 189. 80 354.40
162O 451 454 191.20 356.00

$167.30
168. 40

$455
460

$459
464

$192.40
193.70

$358.00
360. 00
361. 60169. 50 465 468

196.40 363.60170. 70 469
197.60 365.60171.80 474 478

367. 20172.90 479 482
200.30 369.20174.10 483 487

50 371. 20175. 20 488 492
372. 80176. 30 493 496

204.20 374.80177. 50 497
205.40 376.80178.60 502
206.70 378.40179.70 507
208.00 380.40180.80

182. 00
511
516

515
520 209. 30

210.60
382. 40
384. 00183. 10 521

211.90 386.00184.20
185. 40

525
530 534 213.30

214.50
388. 00
389.60186.50 535 538

215.80 391.60187.60 539
548 217.20 393. 60188.80 544
553 218. 40 395.60189.90 549

219.70 396.80191. 00 554 556
398. 40192. 00 557 560

222.00 399.60193. 00 561
223. 10 401. 20194. 00 564
224.30 402.40195. 00 568
225.40 404.00196.00 574
225.40 404. 00196.00 571 574
226.60 405.20197.00 575
227.70 406.80198.00 578
228.90 408.00199. 00 582

588 230. 00 409.60200. 00
591 231.20 410.80201,00 589

232.30 412. 40202. 00 592
598 233. 50 413.60203. 00 596

234.60 415. 20204. 00 599
605 235.80 416.40205.00
609 236.90 418. 00206. 00
612 238. 10 419.20207. 00

239.20 420.80208.00 613
240.40 422.40209.00 617

50 423. 60210. 00 621
425.20211.00 624

243.80 426. 40212. 00 628
245.00 428,00213.00 631
246.10 420.20214.00 635

641 247. 30 430.80215. 00
216. 00
217. 00

642
645

644
648

248. 40
249.60

432. 00
433.60

(b) Section 203 (a) of such Act is amended amount, If It -is not a multiple of $0.10. to the "(2) The provisions of this subsection
by striking out paragraph (2) and inserting next higher multiple of $0.10; shall be applicable only In the case of an
in lieu thereof the following: lut In any such case (I) paragraph (1) of individual who became entitled to benefits

"(2) when two or more persons were en- this subsection shall not be applied to such under section 202(a) or section 223 before
titled (without the application of section total of benefits after the application of sub- January 1970, or who died before euóh
202(fl(fl and section 223(b)) to monthly paragraph (B, and (11.) If section 202(k) month."
benefits under section- 202 or 223 for January (2) (A) was applicable In the case of any such (e) The amendments made by this sec-
1970 on the basis -Of the wages and self-em- benefits for January 1970, and oeases to tion shall apply with respect to monthly
plóyment income of such insured individual apply after such month, the provisions of benefits under title U of the Social Security
and at least one such person was so entitled subparagraph (B) shall be applied, for pd Act for months after December 1969 and with
for December 1969 on the basis of such wages after the month in which section 202(k) (2) respect to lump-sum death payments under
and self-employment income, such total of (A)- ceases to apply, as though paragraph (1) such title in the case of deaths occurring
benefits for January 1970 or any subsecfuent had not been applicable to Sllch to of after December 1969.
month shall not be reduced to less than the benefits for January 1970, , (f) If an individual was entitled to a dis-
larger of— (c) Section 216(b) (4) of such Mt is ability insurance benefit under sectIon 223

'(A) the amount determ1nd under this amended by striking out "January 1968" each of the Social Security Act or December 1969

-subsection without regard to this laragra time it appears and Inserting in lieu thereof and became entitled to. old-age insurance
or "December 1969". benefits under sectIon 202(a) of such Act for

"(B) an amount equal tq the sum or the (d) Section 215(c) of such Act is amended January 1970, or he died in such montl

amounts derived by multiplying the benefit to read as follows: then, for puiposes Of section 21&(a) (4) of
the Sooia], Security Act (if applicable) ,.-the

amount determined under this title (includ-. "Primary Insurance AmoUnt Under 1987 A.Ct amount In column IV of the table appeing
tug this subeection, but without the appli- "(c) (1) For the purpes of oohunn U of in such section 215(a) - for ouch indilvidual
cation of section 222(b)-, section 202(q), and the table appearing In subsection (a) of this shall be the amount in such column on -the
subsections (b), (c), and (d) -of this. eec- section, an individual's primary iflsvrance line on which in column U -appears his - pri.
tion), as in effect prior to January 1970, foamount shall be computed on the basis of mary Insurance amount (as determined' un

- such person for such month, by 115 the law in effect -prter to the enactment of der section -216(0) of such Act) instead - of
pzcint and raising Cach such increased the SoCial Security Amendments of 1969. le amoUnt in colUmn IV equal to the pri-
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mary insurance amount on which his dis-
ability Insurance benefit Is based.
INCREASE TN BENEFiTS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS

AGE 72 AND OVER

SEC. 3. (a) (1) Section 221(a) of the Social
Security Act Is amended by striking out
"$40" and inserting In lieu thereof "$46," and
by striking out "$20" and Inserting In lion
thereof "$23'.

(2) Section 221(b) of such Act Is amended
by striking out In the second sentence "$40"
and Inserting In lieu thereof "$46".

(b)(1) Section 228(b) (1) of such Act Is
amended by striking out "$40" and Inserting
In lieu thereof "$45".

(2) SectIon 228(b)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out "$40" and Inserting
In lieu thereof "$46", and by striking out
"$20" and Inserting In lieu thereof "$23?.

(3) SectIon 228(c)(2) of such Act Is
alilended by striking out "$20" and inserting
In lieu thereof "$23".

(4) Section 228(c) (8) (A) of such Act Is
amended by striking out "$40" and Inserting
In lieu thereof "$46".

(5) SectIon 228(c)(3)(B) of such Act Is
amended by striking out "$20" and Inserting
In lieu thereof "$23".

(c) The amndments made 'by subsections
(a) and (b) shall apply with respect to
monthly 'benefits under title U of the Social
Security Act f months after December 1960.
MAXIMUM AMOUN'r OF A WIFE'S OR HUSBAND'S

INSURANCE BENEFiTS

SEc. 4. (a) Section 202(b) (2) of the Social
Security Act Is amended to read as follows:

"(2) Except as provided In subsection (q),
such wife's insurance benefit for each month
shall be equal to one-half of the primary
insurance amount of her husband (or, In the
case of a divorced wife, her fanner husband)
for suOh months

(b) Section 202(c) (3) -of such Act 18
amended to read as follows:

"(3) Except as provided In subsection (q),
such husband's Insurance benefit for each
m.nth shall be equal to one-half of the
primary Insurance amount of his wife for
such month."

(c) SectIons 202(c) (4) and 202(f) (5) of
such Act are each amended by striking out
"whichever of the following Is the smaller:
(A) One-half of the primary Insurance
amoufit of the deceased Individual on whose
wages and self-employment income such
benefit is based, or (B) $105" and inserting
In lieu thereof "one-half of the primary in-
surance amount of the deceased individual
on whose wages and self -emplyoment income
such benefit Is based".

(d) The amendments made by subsections
(a), (b), and (c) shall apply with respect to
monthly benefits under title It of the Social
Se,tuity Act for months after December 1969.

ALLOCATION TO DX5ABILITY INSURANCE TRUST
FUND

SEc. 5. (a) Section 201(b) (1) of the Social
Security Act Is amended by—

(1) strikIng out "and" at the end of clause
(B);

(2) strikIng out "1967, and so reported,"
and Inserting In lieu, thereof the following:
"1987. and before January 1, 1970, and so re-
ported, and (D) 1.10 per centum.of the wages
(as so defined) paid after December 31, 1969,
and so reported,".

(b) Section 201(b) (2) of such Act Is
amended by—

(1) striking out "and" at the end of clause
(B);

(2) strikIng out "1967," and Inserting In
lieu thereof the following: "1967, and before
January 1, 1970, and (D) 0.825 of 1 per
centum of the amount of self -employment
Income (as so defined) so reported for any
taxable year beginning after December 81,
1969,".

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I submit
this amendment on behalf of myself and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Rxsx-
cos's'). In a moment, I shall ask that
the amendment be temporarily laid aside
so that the amendment of the Senator
from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) may be
considered next, but It is my feeling that
before the Senate adjourns, we should
vote on the Increase In the social security
payment,s recommended by the House of
Representatives.

The House Ways and Means Commit-
tee has recommended a simple 15-per-
cent across-the-board increase. Al-
though, that may be opposed by the ad-
ministration, there Is no doubt In my
mind that it will become law if the Con-
gress Is permitted to vote on it between
now and January 1.

I do not wish to usurp the preroga-
tives of the House of Representatives at
all. Ordinarily, the House would pass
the bill, send It to us, and we would then
have an opportunity to vote on It. But
I do feel that we should vote on the
measure before we adjourn for the
Yuletide recess, if Indeed there Is one.
In order that we can vote on it before
the recess, I think It appropriate that
the amendment should be offered. Sen-
ators who would like to add their
names as cosponsors are welcome to do
so, and I shall call the amendment up
and ask for a vote on It at some point
further along in the consideration of
'this measure.

I ask unanimous consent that the
names of the distinguished majority
leader (Mr. MANSFIELD), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE),
the Senator from New "Mexico (Mr.
M0NT0YA), and the Senator from Ne-
vada (Mr. CANNON) be added as cospon-
sors of my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it Is so ordered

Mr. SCOTr. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I would like to be
sure the Senator is not going to bring
that amendment up today.

Mr. LONG. I have offered the amend-
ment only because I wanted to direct it to
the attention of the Senate. I shall no,t
ask for a vote on It at this moment. 'I
ask that It be temporarily laid aside, so
that Senators who would like to do so
may add their names to it as cosponsors,
and I would hope that the House of
Representatives will act on this measure
before we have concluded action on this
bill, so that we would not be jumping the
gun on the House of Representatives, so
to speak, by our action. It is the House's
committee that has worked on this
measure and, under the Constitution, the
House should work on It first.

However, I do not think we should
withhold action on the matter because,
In voting for a simple 15-percent across-
the-board Increase In social security
benefits, the House Ways' and Means
Committee is obviously planning to send
us later a much more detailed bill.
Though that subsequent bifi may have
much less revenue Impact, It would
probably deal with many more proilens
than are Involved In this across-the-
board Increase upon which It Is now
proposed that the House of Representa-
tives vote.'

We are not likely to have time to con-
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ducthearings on the bill Increasing bene-
fits 15 percent, and there Is really not
much reason for doing so. 1 think Sena-
tore will pretty well know how they
want to vote on thIs matter when it
comes before the Senate, and I think we
would like to vote on It before Congress
adjourns for this year. For fear that we
might not have another opportunity to
vote on it, It will be offered as an amend-
ment to this bill.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. PROtJTY. I understand this does

not increase the minimum benefit; that
still remains at $55. plus the 15-percent
increase?

Mr. LONG. Yes. The minimum benefit
would be $64, a 15-percent Increase,
rounded up to the next whole dollar.
Basically, the bill simply provides a 15-
percent across-the-board Increase, It is
my understanding that the House of
Representatives, in voting on this mat-
ter, has In mind sending to us next year
a much more detailed bill, going into
the kind of matters, that the Senator
from Vermont has in mind. I would hope
we could avoid going into very many
other questions, such as the Senator
from Vermont has in the past brought
to the attention of the Finance Commit-
tee, and simply pass, before we go home,
a 15-percent across-the-board increase';
then, when we come back next year, we
would consider the more extensive meas-
ure which the House of Representatives
is planning to send us.

Mr. PROTJTY. If the Senator will yield
further, I have an amendment at the
desk now which would increase the mini-
mum monthly payment to $90, which Is
the same amount recommended by the
President for welfare recipients who are
65 years of age or older.

I have another amendment which
would simply increase the minimum to
$70, and thei 15 percent across the
board. I shall offer that.

Mr. LONG. The Senator certainly has
the right to do so. I would hope, however,
that he will withhold doing that until
we have the other amendment before us.

Mr. PROtrrY. If the Senator will let
me know when he calls it up.

Mr. LONG. Yes.
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,

will the Senator yield to me?
Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. YOUNG' of Ohio. I ask the dis-

tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Finance, Is it not a fact that at the
present time the surplus In the social
security fund, plus the surplus In the
social security disability fund, approxi-
mates $33 billion, and by reason of that
fact, the social security system will con-
tinue as an actuarially sound Insurance
system with the granting of this 15-
percent inOrease retroactive to Decem-
ber 1 of thIs year, as provided In the bill
just passed by the House of Representa-
tives?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor, I am sure, is using those figures be-
cause he has reviewed them recently,

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I am familiar
with them.

Mr. LONG. I have not reviewed them
In the last month, and, therefore, I shall
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have to accept the Senator's word for
It. But I shall be glad, when we get
the amendment before us for a vote,
to have the latest information available
so that I can respond more accurately to
the Senator's question.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. May I say that
years ago I served on the taxwriting
Ways and Means Committee of the House
of Representatives. Also, I was a Mem-
ber of the other body at the time that
President Franklin D. Roosevelt pro-
posed the Social Security System. I have
followed It with great interest since.
The fact Is that the present surplus in
both the disabifity and the social security
funds exceeds $33 billion. Very definitely,
the system will continue to be actuarily
sound, as all of us want it to continue
to be, If we grant this 15-percent increase
to every present recipient—child, man,
and woman—who receives his social Se-
curijty check on the third day of every
month.

Mr. LQNG. Mr. President, the House
Ways and Means Committee has been
responsible In the way it has handled
social security bills, and I am sure that
the same would be true In this Instance;
so I have no doubt that the answer to the
Senator's question would be "Yes."

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. And that is true
without any Increase in contributions, as
matters stand.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. CRANSTON. I ask that my name

be added to the amendment as a co-
sponsor.

Mr. LONG. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senator's name be added, and
also the name of the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN).

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

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. My name also.
Mr. LONG. I have already asked that

the Senator's name be added.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the names of the Senator from
California (Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. YOUNG),
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
BYRD), and the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. BuRDIcK) be added as co-
sponsors of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, It Is so ordered.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
could not hear the Senator. However,
am I correct In understanding that this
would not be a substitute for the measure
next year when the Senator will have
before his committee and there will be
before the Ways and Means Committee
the so-called package deal that wifi be
15 percent at that time, but will raise the
minimum proposal, whether or not we
raise the exemption from $7,500 to $9,000.

If we do all of that, it Is my under-
standing—because I have been listening
to testimony on the matter this week—
that the fund is running about 1.16 per-
cent above what the actuarians say we
might have to pay out.

If we Include that 1.16 percent and
keep the reserve of close to $31 billion,
we could increase the minimum up to
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$100, if we wish, and we would still have
the fund intact and still keep the re-
serves. We are running at the present
time 1.16 percent above what is needed.

We could do this and still keep it sound,
though the figure, as the Senator pointed
out, of more than $30 billion is enough
to keep It In sound shape and ready to
do the job.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator.

Mr. President, I am not going to ask
for a vote at this point. I prefer that we
vote on the matter at a later time, after
the Senators have had a chance to con-
sider the matter further.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be temporarily
laid aside.
* * * * *
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* * * * *
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California is recognized.
AMusDMEN' NO. 320

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Pres(dent, I call up
my amendment number 320 and ask that
the reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

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

Mr. M1JRPBY'S amendment (No. 320) is
as follows:

a.MENDMENT NO. 320

At the proper place insert the following:
SaC.—DEDVCrSONS 1.05 MEDICAL CARE, Maux-

,rnIE, AND DRUGS rOR INDIVIDUALS
WHo IfAvs ATrAUeED THE AGE or 65.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) Section 213(a) (relating to allowance

of deduction for medical, dental. etc., ex-
penses) Is amended to read as follows:

'(a) ALLOWANCE or DxDucrIoN.—There
shall be allowed as a deduction the follow-
beg amounts, not compensated for by insur-
ance or otherwise:

"(1 If ne1therth.e taxpayer nor his spouse
has attained the age of 5 before the close
of the taxable year—

4'(A) the amount of the expenses paid
during the taxable year for medical care of
any dependent (as deaned in sectIon 152)
Who—.

"(I) lathe mother or father of the taxpayer
Or of his spouse, and

"(U) .1155 attaIned the age 'of 65 before the
close of the taxable year;

"(B) the amount by whlch the amount
of expebses paid during the taxable year (re-
duced by any' amount deductible under sub-
paragraph (C)) for medical care of the tax-
payer. his. spouse, and dependents (other
than any dependent described in subpa'a-
graph (A)) exceeds 3 per centum of the ad-
justed gross Income; and

C) an amount (not in excess or $150)
equal to One-half of the expenses paid during
the taxable year for insurance which consti-
Lutes medical care for the taxpayer, his
spousp, and dependents (ot4ier than any de-
pendent described In subparagraph (A)).

"(2) If either the taxpayer or his spouse
has attained the age of 65 before •the close
of the taxable year—

"(A) the amount of the expenses paid
during the taxable year for medical care of
the taxpayer, his spouse, and any dependent
described In paragraph (1) (A);

(B) th amount by which the amount
of expenses ai4 during the laxable year (re-
duced bi any amount deductible under sub-
paragraph (C)) for medical care of depend-
ents (other than any dependent described In
paragraph (1) (A)) exceeds 3 percent of the
'adjusted gross income; and

(C) an amount (not in excesS of $150)
equal to oie-ha1f 'of the expenses paid dur-
ing the taxable yer for insurance which
constitutes medical care of dependents
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(other than any dependent described In
paragraph (1)(A))."

(2) Section 213(b) (relating to llmltatkin
with respect to medicine and drugs) Is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following tiew sentence: "The preceding sen-
tence shall not apply to amounts paid for
the care of—

"(1) the taxpayer and his spouse, If
either of them has attained the age of 65
before the close of the taxable year, or

"(2) any dependent described in subsec-
tion (a) (1) (A) ."

(b) EFFECTiVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall apply to tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 1969.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, this is
a very .slmple amendment. May we have
')rder?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen'.
ate will be In order.

Mr. MURPHY. This amendment does
two things. It would provide that the
medical and drug etpenses incurred by
a person aged 65 or over, or his spouse,
shall be a fully deductible income tax
item; and that medical and drug ex-
penses paid by persons under age 65 on
behalf of dependent parents 65 or over
shall be fully deductible.

Mr. President, may we have order?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will be in order. The Senator from
California may proceed.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Presthent, this

amendment would restore—
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?
Mr. MURPHY. I am happy to yield to

the majority leader.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President. if the Sen-

ator will yield, I ask unanimous consent
that further debate on the pending
amendment be limited to one-half hour,
to be equally divided between the Sen-
ator from California and the manager of
the bill.

The PRESiDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

Is heard. The Senator from California
may proceed.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, this
amendment would restore the Federal
Income tax treatment of medical care
and drug expenses applicable for persons
age 65 and over that existed prior to the
changes made by the Social Security
amendments of 1965. Before the 1965
change, an income tax deduction was si-
lowed without application of the 3-per-
cent floor for medical expenses or the 1-
percent floor for drug expenses of a tax-
payer and his spouse if' either were 65 or
over. The 1965 change limited the medi-
cal expense deduction to those In excess
of .3 percent of the taxpayer's, adjusted
gross Income and the cost of medicine
and drugs could be deducted only to the
extent that they exceeded 1 percent of
the taxpayers adjusted gross Income. My
ajnendnent would restore the full mcdl-
cal expense and drug expense deductions
for persons 65 and over without regard to
the 3- and '1-percent floors.

The Senate In oonslderixg the Social
Security Amendments of 1967 adopted
provisions restoring the full deduction
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for a person 65 and over but the provi-
sion was subsequentli deleted In a con-
ference with the House.

The case for full income tax deducti-
bility for ndlcal expenses of persons age
65 and over Is clear and compelling. Im-
mediate restoration of medical deduc-
tions as. permitted before 1965 amend-
ments to the Internal Revenue Code is
badly needed. Itis a matter of equity for
millions of older Americans, many of
whom are helpless victims of rising cOsts.

Adoption of this proposal In no way
should be regarded as an alternative to
more effective help through medicare or
medicaid provisions of the Social Security
Act. Necessary improvements in these
programs should be given careful consld-
eratlol3 by the Senate When It acts on so-
cial security amendments.

Tax reform, however, Is before the
Senate now. I cannot urge too 'strongly
the importance of compassionate and
more equitable Income tax treatment of
persons past 65, especially on cosis of
illness and keeping well.

As a' member of the Senate Special
Committee on Aging, I invite your atten-
tion to a statement from a working paper
on "Health Aspects of the Economics of
Aging," prepared for the committee and
published in July of this year. It says:

Although Medicare and Medicaid have re
placed a large segment oLpelvate Spending
for health care, 30 percent of the cost of per-
sonal health care for the aged remains as a
private responsibility for the aged and their
children.

In addition m 'the 45 percent covered by
Medicare. 25 percent of the fiscal 1988 ex-
penditures of the aged were met by Medicaid
and other public programs. Nevertheless, tbç
amount paid privately by the aged remains
higher per capita ($176) than for the non-
aged ($153).

In my own State of California, I be-
lieve It fair to say that a better job has
been done for older persons with lowest
incomes than in most other States. De-
spite certain growing pains encountered
in development of medi-cal, our version
of medicaid, I think most agree'that It Is
among the best of such programs.

Mr. President, the fact remains, how-
ever, that even ündèr most- favorable cir-
cumstances, these Federal and Federal-
State programs now leave many gaps in
the armamentarlum designed to protect
older persons against costs of Illness. My
proposal, offered as the Senate considers
the whole question of taxation, alms to
fill one of these gaps. No one needs tO be
reminded that mftdical costs 'have been
rising sharply. Much of this falls on
older people whose fixed incomes make it
most difficult for them to protect them-
selves against such increases. At the
same time, as additional perspns attain
the age of 65, inflatIonary pressures are
Increasing the number, already in the
millions, who are subject to Federal in'
come taxes. While 'the tax reform bill
now before the Senate hopefully Ill
provide some general relief taxwise to
persons past 65, 'the benefits, particularly
for those with'health problems, could be
short lived without adoption of my pro-
posal to make medical expenses rally de-
ductible for older people.

Those of us wJo have given snOclal
attention to the aging, and wishes of,the
aging about themselves, have been im-

December 4, 1969



S15712

pressed repeatedly by the practically uni-
versal desire of older Americans to take
care of themselves whenever possible.
Unfortunately many, through circum-
stances beyond their control, have been
unable to fulfill this wish for economic
independence. Government has a respon-
sibility to come to their aid.

Mr. President, government also has a
responsibility, especially through its tax
laws, to see that as many older persons
as possible who are already independent
shall remain independent and give con-
sideration to younger persons willing to
assume responsibility for their elders.
Nowhere is this governmental responsi-
bility more applicable than in relation to
health care costs. Through our tax laws,
we can help prevent the financial drain
caused by medical costs to our senior
citizens.

This is a needed tax change that has
a very positive value. It helps people to
help themselves. I urge favorable con-
sideration of this amendment as an exer-
cise in such responsibility and in respon-
siveness to needs of older Americans.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield for a' unanimous-consent re-
quest?

Mr. MURPHY. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mOus consent that on the Murphy
amendment there be a time limitation
of 30 minutes, to be equally divided be-
tween the Senator from California (Mr.
MURPHY) and the manager of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mit. MURPHY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object, do I correctly understand that
the debate be limited to 30 minutes on
each side?

Mr. LONG. An additional 15 minutes
on each side.
• Mr. PROtJTY. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I would like to be
assured of having about 10 minutes.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Vermont can have 10 mInutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, is there
objection? The Chair hears none and It
is so ordered.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, as I said
this is a very simple amendment. It has
been debated on the floor previously.
The Senate has twice restored this
needed tax deduction for medical ex-
penses.

The amendment mely restores what
was pre-1965 law. I believe the change
in 1965 was a mistake, and has caused
hardship to many senior citizens. My
amendment corrects this mistake and al-
lows older persons to take their actual
deduction for their true medical costs
in making out their income tax.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Vermont.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, inasmuch
as the amendment is the same or al-
most the same as the one I have offered
in the past, I hope that my friend the
distinguished Senator from California,
will permit me to be listed as a cospon-
sor.

M'S. MURPHY: Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
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Senator from Vermont (Mr. Paourv) be
added as a cosponsor of my amendment.
His leadership in this field is known by
all Members of this body. His support
and help has been great.

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

How much time does the Senator
yield to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I yield
as much time as he requires to the Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. J'resident, the
amendment offered by the Senator from
California (Mr. MURPHY) will restore a
much-needed mechanism of tax relief
for older Americans, burdened by rising
medical costs.

I commend Senator MURPHY for intro-
ducing this amendment; I am pleased to
join him as a cosponsor and an advocate
for its adoption.

I have offered this amendment before.
It was adopted by the Senate in 1965,
1966, and 1967, but each time it was
struck in conference.

I would like to review briefly the his-
tory of this tax provision.

Under a tax law first enacted in 1948,
taxpayers 65 and older benefited from a
provision which allowed them to deduct
the cost of medical care up to certain
specified maximums, for themselves and
their spouses, who were also 65 and
older. Other taxpayers were denied de-
ductions for their medical expenses ex-
cept to the extent that these expenses
exceeded 3 percent of their adjusted
gross income. These provisions stood for
17 years, reflecting congressional con-
cern over the fact that our older citizens
were caught in a vicious inflationary
spiral of increasing medical bills and de-
creasing incomes. They needed help, and
allowing a, deduction of medical expenses
was eminently proper.

However, Mr. President, with the con-
sideration of the medicai-e bill in 1965,
these tax deduction provisions were seri-
ously challenged. At this time the House
acted to repeal these provisions on the
rationale that medicare would pay for
virtually all medical needs of the aged,
thus rendering the tax deduction super-
fluous, unnecessary, and overcomplicated.
These deductions were not available to
older citizens when they filed their 1967
income tax returns.

When the medicare bill came to the
Senate, the Committee on Finance rec-
ognized the hardships and complexity
that could occur If the medical expense
deduction for the aged were cut back.
The committee deleted the restricting
amendments of the House bill. Members
of the Finance Committee knew that
medicare would pay no more than 40' to
50 percent of an aged Individual's medi-
cal costs and that the remaining.
amounts would have to be paid for out
of the aged person's own resources.

The Senate agreed to the committee
amendments, but unfortunately the con-
ferees on the medicare bill finally
adopted the other body's provisions to
cut back on the tax deduction, begin-
ning In 1967.

Three years ago, the Committee on
Finance again sought, to retain the full
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deduction for the medical expenses of
persons age 65 and over. The commit-
tee added 'an amendment to the Foreign
Investors Tax Act designed to prevent
the tax restrictions included In the 1965
medicare law from going into effect. The
Senate passed the amendment, but once
again the other body's conferees refused
to accept it and It was stricken from
the final form of the bill. In 1967, the
Senate aaln adopted an amendment to
restore this deduction. Since then, It has
become apparent that many.of our older
citizens are worse off under medicare
than they were previously when the tax
deduction was allowed. This Is so, Mr.
'President, because as it has developed,
contrary to the view of the 'House of
Representatives In 1965, medicare does
not cover 100 percent of the medical ex-
penses of the older Americans. In real-
ity, only from 50 to 60 percent of costs
are covered. Let us consider what costs
must be met by the individual over 65.

Under hospital medicare insurance the
first $40 must be paid by the individual':

Af'ter 60 days' care, the individual must
pay $10 a day for the next 30 days of
treatment.

Under medical insurance, the individ-
ual must pay $3 a month to receive
benefits.

All drug costs except those provided
In the hospital must be met by the
Individual.

None of these costs enumerated above
can any longer be deducted unless they
are In excess of 3 percent of the older
taxpayer's adjusted gross income or ii
the case of drugs, exceed 1 percent of the
adjusted grossincorne.

It Is quite true that the poorest of
our aged would not benefit from a re-
instatement of the tax deduction. Those
8 million older Americans who do not
file Income tax returns would not be af-
fected. However, Mr. President, there are
some 14 millIon older Americans who do
ifie Income tax forms, and these people
would be benefited.

Mr. President, this Is an equitable
amendment. The Senate has approved it
on three previous occasions. Today, I
urge my colleagues once again to respond
to the obvious need to provide additional
relief for those older Americans who are
burdened by soaring medical costs.

Mr. MURPHy. Mr. President, I know
It will be said that this amendment may
benefit some people who do not need
the help. However, I assure my dilstin-
guished friends In the Senate that my
mail reflects that an awful lot is not
being done by medicare and that a tre-
mendous burden Is being carried by older
people.

I can think of nothing that desirves
our attention more than the possibility
of taking whatever action we can to
alleviate the problem, as great as it may
be.

I therefore urge the Senate tO do
what it has done three times In the past.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MURPHY. I yield.
Mr. JAVI'5. Mr. President, as the

Senator knows, I feel very much as he
does about this matter. However, I 'am
worried about one thing.
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Would the Senator consent to some

limitation on the taxable income of peo-
ple to be eligible for this benefit?

I have always worried about the fact
that a large number of taxpayers with
high Incomes get a benefit which they do
not need.

Could we put some limitation in this
provlsion—$10,000 or $15,000—on in-
come as the income limit for which this
would be available?

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I am
aware of the Treasury Departments
claims regarding this amendment. I just
do not believe their estimates are accu-
rate. They claim medicare covers most
of the older citizens expenses; yet, at the
same time they argue the bill will cost
over $200 million. If medicare were cov-
ering most expenses, how can we have
these cost estimates. They cannot argue
both ways.

Based on the reflection of my mail, I
would respectfully hope that my col-
league would permit this amendment to
go through as It Is. If we find any in-
equities, I would be glad to join with him
later in discussing a limitation.

Mr. JAVI. I do not think we have to
wait that long. Would the Senator be
sympathetic, assuming that the amend-
ment is adopted—and I hope It will be—
to the' consideration in conference of
what' If any equity restrictions ought to
be placed on It? It may be quite a finite
question.

For example, the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. WILLIAMs) just pointed out
that In t'he case of catastrophic Illness,
the cost may be so great that a limitation
based upon an Income level may have to
be adjusted to that kind of catastrophe.
But if I could feel that the Senator is
sympathetic to the idea of that kind of
consideration, I think we could leave the
rest to the conferees.

Mr MURPHY. As I said to my distin-
guished colleague while he was talking
with the Senator from Delaware, I have
never been one to say that there should
be a limit or whether it should be $10,000,
or $15,000. I simply do not believe there
has been great abuse. If there is, I will
gladly not oniy join but lead efforts to
correct it. I also' would point out that
'catastrophic illness can strike those with
h1ghe incomes and wipe them out. That
is why I fear limitations.

I serve on the Special Committee on
Aging, and I know of the great need. My
mail reflects that there are untold cases
in which people of means, who have been
very successful, have worked hard all
their lives, suddenly, in a year or two,
can have everything they have stored up
for their old age wiped out completely.
Medical costs can be unbelievable.

I understand, of course, that in confer-
ence these things will be considered. I
hope 'we can let it go on the merits and
on the basis on which I have put it, and
if there is abuse, we can later correct it.

Mr. 'JAVITS. I shall vote for the
amendment. I hope, however, that the
conferees. will consider this point, not for
any ground of discrimination against
rich people-i—I agree with the Senator
that that Is wrong—but I think that
Inasmuch as we are dealing with reve-
nue—dollars—and it Is a hard situation,
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only from that point of view, under pres-
ent exigencies, would I, 'as one Senator,
hope that they would give consideration
to that question.

Mr. MURPBY. I thank ray distin-
guished colleague.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has 5 minutes
remaining.

Mr. MURPHY. I reserve the rest of my
time.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this amend-
ment would have cost approximately
$210 million when the matter was con-
sidered by the Senate before and no*
would cost $225 million.

it is estimated that most of the bene-
fits of this amendment would go to high-
bracket taxpayers.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?"

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. GORE. We hear a great deal about

the poor and the crippled and the people
on medicare, but this amendment is not
designed for ,those people. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. LONG. That Is correct.
Let me explain this. Everyone can

deduct extraordinary medical expenses
that exceed 3 percent of his Income. But
he cannot deduct that if he is using the
standard deduction of 10 percent, and
most of the aged people take the stand-
ard deduction. So they cannot deduct
medical expenses, because they are us-
ing the 10-percent standard deduction
in which medical expenses are, included.

If we look at how many people are in
the zero to $3,000 earned Income bracket,
they would only get $2 million worth of
benefits. Look at 'the small number In-
volved in the $50,000 and over category.
Those making $50,000 and over would get
$93 million of benefits from this amend-
ment.

I have a letter from the Secretary of
the Treasury, Mr. Henry Fowler, in 1967,
with respect to the same' amendment.
He said:

Less than 4 percent, or 8 million dollars,
of this $210 million is divided among all
taxpayers with adjusted gross incomes up
to $5,000. To put it another way, $93 million
in revenue loss would be distributed among
60,000 persons with incomes over $50,000,
for an average of $1500 each, whereas $8 mil-
lion is distributed among 600000 taxpayers
with adjusted gross incomes up to $6,000.
for an average benefit of $13 per taxpayer.

Imagine 'that! These taxpayers, the
aged people In the $5,000 and less bracket,
would get a $13 benefit, on the average,
from this amendment, while the 60,000
people with incomes of over $50,000 would
get an average Cf $1,500 each under this
amendment.

One of the' facts of life about the Gore
amendment of yesterday—and I ask the
Senator from Tennessee to listen to
this—Is that the Gore amendment has
the effect of doubling the personal ex-
emption for aged people. In other words,
the aged people are able to take the
personal exemption twice. So that those
over 65 who were taking $600 plus $600,
or $1,200, would be able to take, if the
Gore amendment 'prevails-and I shall

S'15713

support It In conferencö—an' additional
$400 deduction.

This amendment would add $225 mil-
lion to the cost of this Dill, aild It would
not particularly benefit those who really
need It, because they have to pay for
Medicare and Medicaid, and they take
the standard dbductlon. This would only
allow the deduction of the first 3 perCent
of medical expenses for a group who, for
the most part, have little need of It.

Mr. President, I submit that the
amendment Is very much calculated to
aid most those who need it the least,
and to aid least those who might need
it the most.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. GORE. 'And will not this almost

$225 million a year be an annual loss
from the Treasury?

Mr. LONG. An annual loss.
May I say that if one wants to help

those In the upper Income tax brackets
for this much money, he could put the
top limit of taxes at 60 percent rather.
than 70 percent, and'let all people above.
the $50,000 bracket have some ' benefit
from It.

Mr. President, we did dispose of this'
amendment by voice vote previously, and
the Senate agreed to It, and we took It to
conference. The House would not agree,
to it. If the Senator insists on a rolicall
vote, we will accommodate him. It would
be all right with me to dispose of It
by a olce vote, If the Senator would
be so Inclined. But if the Senator In-
slsts on the yeas and nays, we' will have a
rolicall vote.

Mr. PROU'I'Y. Mr. President, I Insist
on the yeas and nays.

Mr. MURPHY. I think we should have
the yeas and nays.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unati-
imous consent that the letter the Secre-
tary of the Treasury 'sent me about this
arnendinent In 1967, as well as the Treas-
ury letter and the statement I-made at
that time be printed at this point In the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, December 4, 1967.

HOn. RUSSELLB. LONG,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: There are a series
of amendments to the Social Security Bill
added in the Senate Finance Committee
dealing with various income tax matters.
While these are generally minor provisions
which members of my staff will be prepared
to discuss at the forthcoming oonference,
there is one of considerable fiscal import-
ance to which the Treasury Department is'
strongly opposed. That is the amendment
which removes the 3 percent and 1 percent
floors on 'medical expense deductions for
taxpayers over age 65. These floors ,were ap-
plied to taxpayers Over 65 as part of the So-
cial Security Amendments of 1965, applicable
to '1967 and subsequent years. The proposed
amendment would repeal that change effec-
tive for 1967 so as to 'prevent it from taking
effect.

The only justification for the previous ab-
sence of these 'floors for those over 65 *ae
to give additional aid to' the ólderly iith
their medical expeüses. However. old ax-
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tended in this fashion is extermely inefficeint
and costly. When Medicare was adopted
much of the problem of medical expenses
of the aged was solved In a uniform and
equitable way and therefore the Inequi-
table partial relief under the tax system was
unjustified.

The Inequity of this provision is demon-
strated by the revenue loss involved In elim-
inating the floors and the distribution of
that revenue loss. Elimination of these floors
will result in an annual revenue loss of ap-
proximately $210 million. (This estimate is
concurred in by the Staff of the Joint Com-
mittee and apparently also by the analysts
in the Library of Congress; Congressman
Brown of Michigan stated at page H15946
of the November 28, 1967 Congressional
Record that the Legislative Reference Serv-
ice in a study made for him estimated a
revenue loss of $192 million for the tax year
1967.) Of this total, approximately 45 per-
cent or $93 million goes to taxpayers with
adjusted gross income of $50,000 and over.
Less than 4 percent, or $8 million, Is divided
among all taxpayers with adjusted gross in-
comes of up to $5,000. To put it another
way, $93 million in revenue loss is distrib-
uted among 60,000 people with Incomes of
over $50,000, for an average tax benefit of
$1500 each whereas $8 million is distributed
among 600,000 taxpayers with adjusted gross
incomes up to $5,000 for an average benefit
of $13 per taxpayer. Little can be said In
defense of a provision aimed at aiding the fi-
nancial problems of elderly people caused
by medical expenses which gives over one
hundred times more benefit to the elderly
taxpayer with the least need than to the
lower income elderly with the most need.

Sincerely yours,
HENRY H. FOWLER.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, D.C., October 3, 1967.

Hon. RUSSELL B. LONG,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Several bills have re-
cently been introduced to allow persons age
65 or over an unlimited deduction for medi-
cal expenses. These bills would reverse the
legislative change made by the Social Securi-
ty Amendments of 1965 (Medicare) which
removed the special exceptions permitting
persons age 65 or over to deduct their medi-
cal expenses without regard to the 3 percent
and 1 percent of adjusted gross income lim-
itations which are applicable to taxpayers
generally. It is also possible that similar
amendments may be proposed in connection
with the' Social Security legislation Current-
ly being considered by your Committee. For
these reasons we consider It appropriate to
inform you of the Treasury Department's
views on this matter.

The attached memorandum sets forth the
background of this problem and explains the
reasons for the Treasury Department's oppo-
sition to the proposal.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised the
Treasury Department that there is no ob-
jection from the standpoint of the Admin-
istration's program to the submission of our
views.

STANLEY S. SURREY.

PROPOSALS FOR RESTORING THE UNLIMITED
MEDICAL EXPENSE DEDUCTION FOR PERSONS
65 OR OVER

It has been proposed that the action taken
In 1965 be reversed and that the special ex-
ception to Section 213 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code Which allowed taxpayers age 65
or over an unlimited medical expense deduc-
tion be restored. Adoption of this proposal
would be extremely costly to the Federal
government; yet, it would provide very little
benefit to those Individuals most In need of
financial assistance. For example,, as the at-

tached table indicates, for the taxable year
1967 the proposal would result in a revenue
loss of approximately $210 million. Of this
amount, nearly 70 percent would go to the
limited class of persons age 65 or over with
adjusted gross Incomes of $20,000 or more.
Indeed, 45 percent or $93 million would bene-
fit those with over $50,000 adjusted gross
income.

BACKGROUND OF THE PSOPOSAL

Prior to the Social Security Amendments
of 1965 (Medicare) persons 65 or over were
excepted from the general rule that medical
expenses are deductible during a given year
only to the extent that they exceed 3 percent
of a taxpayer's adjusted gross income and
drug expenses are taken Into account in
computing medical expenses for purposes of
the 3 percent limit only to the extent that
they exceed 1 percent of a taxpayer's ad-
justed gross income, The Medicare Amend-
ments eliminated the unlimited deduction
accorded persons 65 or over effective for tax-
able years beginning after December 31,
1966. Thus, for tax year 1967 persons 65 or
over are subject to the same 3 and 1 percent
floors accorded all other taxpayers. The pro-
posal would reverse the change made by the
Medicare Amendments.

THE PROPOSAL SHOULD NOT BE ADOPTED

The considerations which prompted the
elimination, of the special exceptions for
persons over 65 were sound. Those exceptions
were an extremely costly and inefficient
method of providing Federal aid to older
citizens. They were introduced into the
tax law at a time when the federal govern-
ment had no general health Insurance pro-
gram designed to alleviate the burdens which
medical costs impose upon older people.
Recognizing the hardships generated for
those 65 and over by increasing medical
needs, Congress sought to mitigate the diffi-
culty indirectly—through the tax law—by
granting larger medical expense deductions
to the members of this group than were
available to taxpayers in general. IXowever,
since the tax benefit which was con.ferred
decreased as the level of adjusted gross in-
come diminished and the tax rate declined,
the provision inevitably afforded greatest
assistance to those who needed it least and,
Conversely, least assistance to those who
needed it most.

The Social Security Amendments of 1965
attacked the fundamental problem in this
area directly; It established programs care-
fully fashioned to enable all Income groups
of the aged to meet a substantial part of
their medical costs. Since our elder citizens
were accorded far more meaningful help In
meeting their medical expenses under Medi-
care than under the special tax provisions,
it was determined that there was no longer a
need for the special tax provisions and they
were eliminated. The attached example illus-
trates the extent to which an elderly couple
Is better off under the present medicare
and income tax laws than would be the case
if the arrangements prior to medicare were
still In effect. The example shows that an
elderly married couple with adjusted gross
income of $10,000 and medical expenses of
$770 for the year (medicine and drugs $100,
hospitalization $520. and surgery $1502)
would have out-of-pocket costs of $275 under
present law as compared with $824 if total
medical expenses were tax deductible 'and
there was no medicare program.

The reason our elder citizens are so much

The average benefit payment per hospital
admission in fiscal year 1967 was $480 after
taking Into account a $40 deductible.

The average reasonable charge for surgery
under part B of the medicare program was
$150. This was derived from a preliminary re-
port based on bills representing part of a
5 percent sample of claims.
better off today is a reflection of the fact
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that the maximum benefit from the un-
limited deduction could never exceed 3 per-
cent of adjusted gross income for medical
expenses and 1 percent for drug expenses
reduced by multiplying that amount by the
applicable marginal tax rate. Thus, for the
couple in the above example, the maximum
possible benefit they could derive under any
circumstances from the fact that the deduc-
tion was unlimited was only $76 (3 percent
and 1 percent of $10,000 x 19 percent =$76).

Those who argue that the special excep-
tions to the uniform percentage floors pre-
viously extended to persons 65 or over should
be restored point out that the Medicare pro-
visions do not cover all the medical expenses
of older people. However, this argument
misses the point. Neither the unlimited de-
duction provision nor the Medicare program
made any pretense of paying 100 percent of
the medical expenses of persons 65 or over.
The unlimited deduction was repealed be-
cause It was replaced by a more equitable
and meaningful program for defraying a por-
tion of the medical expenses of older persons.
To the extent that proponents of the present
measure feel that the Medicare program does
not go far enough, the answer Is to expand
that program, not perpetuate the costly and
inefficient form of federal aid that the un-
limited deduction represented.

It should also be noted that the increase
in revenue resulting from the elimination of
the special exceptions to the percentage floor
was intended to help defray the cost of the
general fund of the voluntary insuraiice pro-
visions of the Medicare Act. In addition, the
Medicare Amendments also added a provi-
sion permitting all taxpayers to deduct one-
half of their medical Insurance premiums up
to a maximum of $150 without regard to the
3 percent floor. Thus, removing the floor for
persons 65 or over at this time would result
in the medical expense deduction becoming
even more costly than it had been prior to
the enactment of the Medicare Amendments

There are no considerations that have
arisen since 1965 which would make it ad-
visable to reverse the action taken at that
time to apply the medical expense deduction
floor to elderly persons. Indeed, the con-
trary would appear true. Not Only has Medi-
care proved to be an unqualified success, but
pursuant to the President's request, HEW.
has undertaken a comprehensive study of the
feasibility of expanding Medicare to include
payments for the cost of prescription drugs.
Estimated revenue loss from removing the 1-

percent drug floor and the 3-percent
floor on medical expenses in computing
the medical deduction of taxpayers over
65, 1967

[Loss in millions of dollarsj
Adjusted gross income Revenue

class ($000): loss°' 2

5—7 11
7—10 16
10—20 30
20—50 52
50 and over 93

Total 210

COMPARISON OF BENEFFrS UNDER UNLIMFrzO
MEDICAL EXPEN5E DEDUCTION WITH BENE-
FiTS UNDER MEDICARE PROGRAM

The following is a comparison showing how
an elderly couple (both age 65 or over) would
fare In 1967 under (1) the existing medicare
and income tax laws and (2) a full tax de-
duction allowance for medical expenses and
no medicare law. It is assumed that the
couple has adjusted gross Income of '$10,000
and that a tax rate of 19 percent applies to
the amounts in question. It is assumed fur-
ther that the couple ha medical expenses
for the year as follows:
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Sincerely yours,
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Medilneand drugs- $100
Hospitalization '520
Supery 0150

PaM by
Total medicare

Paid by
bone-
ficuary

Average benefit payment per hospital admission in fiscal

year 1967 ($480) plus $40 deductible.
5 Average reasonable charge for surgery under pt Boo shown

in a preliminary report based on bills representing part of a 5-

percent sample of claims.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield myself such
time as I may require.

Mr. President, when this amendment was
voted by the Senate a year ago, as I recall, I
favored it. May I say that the more I study
it, however, the less enthusiasm I have for it
and the less merit I find in it. I say this
because the studies indicate that the people
who would benefit from the amendment
most are the elderly with the very largest in-
comes. It also would cost the Government a
great deal of money as the Senator from
Florida IMr. SMTHERS1 acknowledged—$l10
million more than the Finance Committee
amendment and $210 million more than
present law.

As I have said, the benefits would be con-
centrated among those who are in the upper
income brackets, who do not really need it.
aged people do not pay any income tax at all,
because they have the double exemptions and
also either an exclusion for their social secu-
rity benefits or the retirement income credit.
Therefore, they either do not pay an income
tax at all or, if they do, many of them take
the standard deduction, with the result that
the pending amendment would not help
them. It would help only someone who pays
taxes and then only if he itemizes his
deductions.

Mr. President, if one looks at how the $210
million of revenue loss resulting from the
restoration of pre-1967 law would be dis-
tributed the 60,000 people who are in income
brackets over $50,000 a year would get nearly
one-half of the total benefits under this
provision. That would mean an average tax
benefit of about $1,500 apiece for those peo-
ple who are already in the high-income
brackets and need this help the least. Out
of the slightly over half of the benefits which
are left, nearly a half of these benefits—
or about a quarter of the total—would go to
people making between $20,000 a year and
$50,000 a year—people who have large
amounts of real estate, stocks, and other
large investments. Those are the people who
are to be given the special right to deduct all
of their medical expenses, even though they
do not exceed 3 percent of their adjusted
gross incomes. They are to be given unlimited
deductions insofar as medical expenses are
concerned. Between those two categories—
that is, those with adjusted gross incomes
of $20,000 and over—we have accounted for
more than two-thirds of the total benefits
Involved,

Persons In the bracket of $10,000 to $20,-

000 who are retired would get almost one-
half of the benefits remaining. Those in the
income brackets of $5,000 to $10,000—and
that is the largest group in terms of the
number of people involved since there are
about 860,000 of them—who could claim
some need would get only about one-eighth
of the total benefits which the bill provides.

With regard to 600,000 people in income
brackets of 0—$5,000, they would get only a
pittance of the benefits provided by this
amendment, or about $8 million of the bene-
fits involved.

As a practical matter the committee felt,
in view of the fact that the Senate voted on
an identical proposal before, that we might
try to hold the costs of this proposal down
by saying the elderly could deduct their en-
tire medical expenses7 including the first 3
percent; but if anyone found it to be to his
advantage to do so, then he should waive
advantages under the medicare program.
The latter was felt to be a proper restraint
to hold the cost down to $100 million. These
who waive their rights to medicare certainly
are the only ones who can claim that they
have not been helped—and helped very sub-
stantially—by the adoption of the medicare
program.

Mr. President, I shall not insist on a roll-
call vote. But I find less and less appeal in
this proposal when I see who gets the bene-
fits. It seems to me that it provides very
liberally for those whose need is little and
practically nothing for those who need it
the most. I have no enthusiasm for the
amendment and I shall not vote for it.

I recognize that there are not many Sena-
tors in the Chamber to hear the debate. If
I insisted on the yeas and nays they would
all come In and vote, perhaps as they did a
year ago. Therefore, I shall let the matter go
on a voice vote.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Presiclexit, I have
read - the letter from the Treasury. I
know it is very simple to make averages,
to write formulas, to take a slide rule
and show what the effect is going to be.
But my approach to this amendment is
based on the mail I have received; it is
based on actual cases: and it does not
come down to a matter of how much
each family gets. Catastrophe spares no
income levels.

For that matter, as far as I. am con-
cerned, this measure would alleviate the
suffering of many families. It- would cost
about $1 apiece for everyone in the
United States: $200 million is not a great
amount of money when we talk about
such large amounts of money compared
to the hardship It can alleviate.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, first, it
should be pointed out that the figure o
$210 million Is an educated guess. A
determination for this year has not been
reached. The figure to which I referred
was based on the figures for calendar
year 1966. I understand they arrived at
those figures in even numbered years and
as of yesterday, the Treasury Indicated
that medical expense deductions for
calender year 1968 have not yet been
analyzed.

Howeves, I wish to point out that If
one visits with members of these organi-
zations of retired people, not the officers
but the rank and file members, it Will be
found they are desperately in need of
this help.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I saw a car-.
toon In the Senate gym this afternoon
which showed a picture of Santa Claus
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passing out tax benefits to everyone and
saying, "Please do not forget old Santa
who is responsible for all this—a tax cut
the Nation can ill afford."

If the Senator is agreeable I will take
the amendment to conference. The con-
ference turned it down before. The cost
now is estimated even higher than the
amendment we debated before, It is now
estimated at $225 million.

There is no other amendment that
would do so much for so few nor so little
for so many.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr. Pres-
ident, I support the chairman of the
committee. I express the hope the
amendment will not be agreed to. -I real-
Ize a good argument can be made for the
amendment, but under existing law the
persons referred to as needing this relief
so much will use the standard deduction
anyway. The amendment will not in any
way affect those who are retired and
over 65 in the lower income brackets.
Even under existing law, doctor expenses
and other medical expenses of those over
65, which exceed 3 percent of adjusted
gross income, are deductible anyway.
Thus, it will only help those persons in
the higher tax brackets and I think there
are other areas where we could use this
money to greater advantage.

Mr. LONG. I agree with the Senator.
I am ready to vote, and I yield back

the remainder of my time,
Mr. MURPHY. I am ready to vote, and

I yield back the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

CRANSTON in the chair). All time having
been yielded back, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sena-
tor from California (Mr. MURPHY). On
this question the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. INOTJYE (after having yoted in
the negative). On this vote I have a pair
with the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
HART). If he were present and voting, he
would vote "yea." If I were at liberty to
vote, I would vote "nay," I withdraw my
vote.

Mr. KE'NNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
sON), the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
HART), the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. SYMINGTON), and the Sena
tor frOm Ohio (Mi. YOUNG) are neces-
sarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
and the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Scorr) are absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) Is absent because of Illness.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DOMINICK), and the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND), and the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) are
necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado (Mr.- DOMINICK), the
Senator from Arizona - (Mr. GOLDWATER)
and the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Scov'r) would each vote "yea."

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Under present law:
Health care expenses:

Medicine and drugs $100 $100

Hospitalization 520 $480 40

Surgery 150 80 70

SMI premiums 72 72

Total 842 560 282

Less asvingo as tax
deduction on
of SMI premiams

Total cost to
couple 275

Under toll allowance and no medicare:
(a) With no health insurance protection:

Health care expenses paid by couple $770

Less savings as tax deduction at 19 percent.. - - 146

Total cost to couple 624
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The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 41, as follows:

[No. 172 Leg.)
YEA.S—46

Aiken 000deU Pastore
Allen Gurney Pearson
Beflmon Hartke Prouty
Bogge Hatfield Ribicoff
Brooks Hruska Schweiker
Burdick Jackson Smith. Maine
Byrd, W. Va. Javits Smith, Dl.
Cannon Magnuson Sparkman
Case Mathias Stevens
Church McGee Tower
Cooper McIntyre Tydings
Cotton Metcalf Williams, N.J.
Dodd Montoya Yarborough
Pannin Moss Young, N. Dak.
Pong Murphy
Puibright Packwood

NAYS—41
Allott Griffin Moudale
Bennett Hansen Muskie
Bible Harris Nelson
Byrd, Va. HOU&ncl Pell
Cook Hughes Percy
Cranston Jordan, N.C. Proxmlre
Curtis Jordan, Idaho Randolph
Dole Kennedy Russell
Eagleton Long Saxbe
Eastland Mansfield Spong
Ellender McCarthy Stennis
Ervin McClelin Talmadge
Gore McGovern Williams, Del,
Gravel Miller

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR.
AS PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—.

Inouye, against.
NOT VOTING—12

Anderson Goldwater Scott
Baker Hart ymtngton
Bayh HollIngs Thunnond
Dominick Mundt Young. Ohio

So Mr. MURPHY'S amehdjnent was
agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was agreed to.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
* * * * *
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* * * * *
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a parlia-

mentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator will state It.
Mr. LONG. Earlier today, I called up

an amendment to the, social security law
and, having called It up for considera-
tion, I then asked unanimous consent

December 4, 1969
that it be temporarily laid aside. It was
my impression that when an amendment
is temporarily laid aside, it becomes the
pending business after the consideration
of any other measure that is then called
up.

I ask the Chair if my understanding
is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If it was
temporarily laid aside for the purpose
of offering another amendment, that is
correct.

Mr. LONG. That was my understand-
ing at the time.

Mr. President, I would like to make it
clear for the RECORD that my purpose in
offering the amendment at that time was
that I thought we should not vote on
amendments to the social security bill
prior to the time the House had occasion
to indicate to the Senate its judgment
with regard to social security. I would
hope that we would not be voting on
social security amendments prior to that
time. I have not objected to other Sen-
ators bringing up their amendments, but
I ask whether it is necessary for a Sen-
ator to have unanimous consent to dis-
place the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Journal indicates that It was not laid
aside for the purpose of taking up an-
other amendment.

Mr. LONG. I should like to ask, then,
that the Journal be corrected to indicate
that the amendment was laid aside in
order that the succeeding amendments
be offered, and that it has been laid aside
for that purpose.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request that the Journal
be so corrected?

Mr. GORE. I reserve the right to
object.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I reserve the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I had in-
troduced at the same time an amend-
ment to provide a 15-percent increase in
social security benefits in each category
for which benefits presently are paid. I
do not know why I should give consept
to the prejudice of my own amendment.
I would do this: I would give consent to
an amendment reported by the Finance
Committee. Really, if I may respectfully
make a suggestion to the distingiushed
chairman, if he would modify his request
to preserve in some way the priority of
an amendment with respect to social se-
curity benefits that has been recom-
mended by the Committee on Finance,
by majority approval, by a poll of the
majority of the members or otherwise—
I do not wish to supplant any action of
my committee, but if it is left to each
Member to offer his amendment, then I
have one at the desk.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it Is my
Impression that when I withdrew the
amendment, ft was for the purpose of
considering the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Texas. That was my intention
when I did it. If the Parliamentarian
wishes to tell me that that is not what I
did, then I will do It again on the appro-
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* * * * * The LEGISLAmE CLERK. Add at the end
of the bill the following new title:

TITLE X—INCREASE fl SOCIAL
SECURITY BENITS

That this title may be cited as the "Social
Security Amendments of 1969".

INCREASE IN OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS,
AD DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS

* * * * * Sicc. 2. (a) Section 215(a) of the Social
AMENDMENT NO. 367 SecuTity Act is amended by striking out the

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I call up table and insertinE in lieu thereo6 the fol-
my social security amendment, lowing:

JABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

priate occasion. It will not require unan-
imous consent

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. The
amendment wil be stated.

II Ill IV V II ill IV V

(Primary insurance
benefit under 1939
act, as modified)

(Primary
insurance

amount
under

1967 act)
(Average

monthly wage)

(Primary
insurance
amnunt)

.

(Maximum (Primary insurauce
family benefit under 1939

benefits) act, as mndified)

(Primary
insurance

amount
under

1967 act)
(Average

monthly wage)

(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family

benefits)

And the
maximum
amnuntnf

benefits

And the
maximum
amsuetof

benefits.

han individual's
primary insurance
benefit (as deter-
mined under

Or his
primary

insurance
amount

Or hisaverage
monthly wage (as
determined under

The omoust
referred to

in the

payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
on the basis

If an individual's
primary insurance,
benefit (as deter-
mined under

.

Or his
primary

insurance
amount

Or his average
monthly wage (ax
determined under

The amnunt
referred to

In the

payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
on the basis

subset (d)) is.—

But not
more

At least— than—

(as deter-
mined
under

subsec.
(C)) is—

subsec. (b)) is—

But not
more

At least— than—

preceding
paragraphs

of this
subsection
shall be—

of his wages
and self-

employment
income

shall be—

subsec. (d)) is.—

But not
mum

At least— than—

(as deter-
mined
under

subsec.
(c)) is—

subsec. (b)) is—

But not
more

At least— than—

preceding
paragvophs

of this
subsection
shall be—

of his wages
and self-

employment
income

shall be—

$16. 20 $55, 40 $76 $64.00 $96.00
or less

$16.21.. .. 16.84 56.50 $77 78 65.00 97.50
16.85 17. 60 51. 70 79 80 66. 40 99.60
17.61 18.40 58.80 81 81 67.70 101.60
18.41 19.24 59.90 82 83 68.90 103.40
19.25 20. 00 61. 10 84 85 70. 30 105. 50
20.01 20.64 62.20 86 87 71.60 107.40
20.65 21.28 63.30 88 89 72.80 169.20
21.29 21.88 64.50 90 90 74.20 111.30
21.89 22.28 65.60 91 92 75.50 113.39
22.29 22.68 66.70 93 94 76.80 115.20
22.69 2308 67. 80 95 96 78. 00 117.00
23.09
23.45

23.44
23. 76

69.00
70. 20

97
98

97
99

79.40
80. 80

119.10
121. 20

23.71 24.20 71.56 100 101 82.30 123.50
24.21 24.60 72.60 102 102 83.50 125.30
24.61
25.01

25.00
25. 48

73.80
15. 10

103
105

104
106

84.90
86. 40

127.40
129.69

25.49 25.92 76.30 107 101 87.80 131.70
25.93 26.40 77.50 108 109 89.20 133.80
26.41 26.94 78.70 110 113 90.60 135.90
26.95 27.46 79.90 114 118 9190 137.90
27.47 28.00 81.10 119 122 93.30 140.00
28.01...... 28.68 82.30 123 127 94.70 142.11
28.69 29. 25 83. 60 128 132 96. 20 144. 30
29.26 29.68 84.70 133 136 97.50 146.30
29.69 30.36 85.90 137 141 98.80 148.20
30.37 30.92 87.20 142 146 100.30 150.50
30.93 31.36 88.40 147 150 101.70 152.60
31.37 32.00 89.50 151 155 103.00 154.50
32.01 32.60 90.80 156 160 104.50 156.80
32.61 33. 20 92.00 161 164 105. 80 158. 70
33.21 33.88 93.20 165 169 107.20 160.80
33.89 34. 50 94. 40 170 174 108.80 162. 90
34.51 35.00 95.60 175 178 110.00 165.00
35.01 35.80 96.80 179 183 111.40 167.10
35.81 36.40 98.00 184 188 112.70 169.10
36.41 37.08 99.50 189 193 114.20 171.30
37.09 37.60 100.50 194 197 115.60 173.40
37.61 38.20 101.60 198 202 116.90 175.40
38.21 39.12 102.90 203 207 118.40 177.60
39.13
39.69
40.34

39.68
40.33
41.12

104.10
105.20
108.50

208
212
217

211
216
221

119.80
621.00
122.50

179.70
181.50
183.80

41. 13 41.76 107.70 222 225 123.90 185.90
41.77 42.44 108.90 226 230 125. 30 188.00
42.45 43. 20 110.10 231 235 ..12& 70 190. 10
43.21 43.76 111.40 236 239 128.20 19Z30
4377
44.45
44.89

44.44
44.88
45.60

112.60
133.70
115. 00
116.20
117.30
118.60
119.80
121.00
122.20
123.40
124.70
125.80
127. 10
128.39
129.40
130.79
131.90

240
245
250
254
259
264
268
213
278
282
287
292
299
301
396
319
315

244
249
253
258
263
267
272
277
281
286
291
295
300
305
309
314
310

129.50
130.80
132.30
133.70
134.90
136.40
137.80
139.20
140.60
142.00
143.50
144.70
146.20
147.80
14190
150.40
151.70

195.20
199.20
202. 40
206.40
210.413
213.60
217.60
221.60
224.80
228. 80
232.80
236.00
240. 00
244.00
247.20
251.20
255.20

$133.00
134.30

$320
324

$323
328

$153.00
154.50

$258.40
262.40

135.50 329 333 155.90 266.40
136.80 334 337 157.40 269.60
137.90 338 342 158.60 273.60
139.10 343 347 160.00 277.60
140.40 348 351 161.50 280.80
141.50 352 356. 162.80 284.80
142.80 357 361 164.30 288.80
144. 00 362 365 165.60 292. 00
145.10 366 370 166.90 296.00
146.40 371 375 168.40 300.00
147. 60 376 379 169. 80 303. 20
148.90 380 384 171.30 307.20
150.60
151.20

385
390

389
393

172.50
173.90

311.20
314.40

152.50 394 398 175.40 318.40
153.60 399 403 176.10 322.40
154.90 404 407 178.20 325.60
156.09
157. 10

408
413

412
417

179.40
180. 70

329.60
333.60

158.20 418 421 182.00 336.80
159.40 422 426 183.40 340.80
160. 50 427 431 184. 60 344. 81)
161.60 432 436 185.90 348.80
162.80 437 440 187.30 350.49
163.90 441 445 188.50 352.40
165.00 446 450 189.80 354.40
166.20
167.30

451
455

454
459

191.20
192.40

356.00
358.00

168. 40 460 454 193.70 360. 00
169. 50 465 468 195. 00 361.60
170.70 469 473 196. 40 363.60
171.80 474 478 197.60 365.60
172.90
174. 10
175.20

479
483
488

482
487
492

198.90
200.30
201.50

367. 20
369. 20
371.20

176. 30 493 496 202.80 372.80
177. 50 497 501 204. 20 374.80
178.60
179. 70
180.80
182. 00

502
507
511
516

506
510
515
520

205. 40
206.70
208.00
209. 30

376.80
378. 40
380.40
382. 40

183.10
184.20
185. 40
186.50
187.60
188.80

521
525
530
535
539
544

524
529
534
538
543
548

210.60
211.90
213.30
214.50
215. 80
217. 20

384.00
396.00
388. 00
389.60
391. 60
393.60

189.90 549 553 218. 40 395. 69
191. 00
192. 00
193. 00
194. 00

554
557
561
564

556
560
563
567

219.70
220. 80
222. (87
223. 10

396. 80
398. 40
399. 60
401. 20

195. 00 568 570 224. 30 402. 40
196. 00 571 574 225.40 494. 00
197.00 575 577 226.60 405. 20
198. 00
199. 00

578
582

581
584

227.70
228. 90

406. 80
408. 00

200.00 585 588 230.00 480.60
201.00
202.00

589
592

591
595

231.20
232.30

410.80
412.40

203.00 596 598 233.59 413.60
204.00 599 602 234.60 415. 20
205.00 603 605 235.80 416.40
206.00 6 609 236.90 418.00



(b) SectIon 203 (a) of such Act Is amended
by striking out paragraph (2) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

"(2) when two or more persons were en-
titled (without the application of section
202(J) (1) and section 223(b)) to monthly
benefits under section 202 or 223 for January
1970 on the basis of the wages and self-em-
ployment income of such insured individual
and at least one such person was so entitled
for December 1969 on the basis of such wages
and self-employment income, such total
of benefits for January 1970 or any subse-
quent month shall not be reduced to less
than the larger of—

"(A) the amount determined under this
subsection without regard to this paragraph,
or

"(B) an amount equal to the sum of the
amounts derived by multiplying the benefit
amount determined under this title (includ-
ing this subsection, but without the appli-
cation of section 222(b), section 202(q), and
subsections (b), (c), and (d) of this section),
as in effect priOr to January 1970, for each
such person for such month, by 115 percent
and raising each such increased amount, if it
is not a multiple of $0.10, to the next higher
multiple of $0.10;
but in any such case (i) paragraph (1) of
this subsection shall not be applied to such
total of benefits after the application of sub-
paragraph (B), and (ii) if section 202(k) (2)
(A) as applicable in the case of any such
benefits for January 1970, and ceases to ap-
ply after such month, the provisions of sub-
paragraph (B) shall be applied, for and af-
ter the month in which section 202(k) (2) (A)
ceases to apply, as though paragraph (1)
had not been applicable to such total of
benefite for January 1970, or".

(c) Section 215(b) (4) of such Act is
amended by striking out "January 1968"
each time it appears and inserting in lieu
thereof 'December 1969".

(d) Section 215(e) of such Act Is amended
to read as follows:

"Primary Insurance Amount Under 1967
Act

"(c) (1) For the purposes of column II of
the table appearing in subsection (a) of this
section, an individual's primary insurance
amount shall be computed on the basis of
the law in effect prior to the enactment of
the Social Security Amendments of 1969.

"(2) The provisions of this subsection
shall be applicable only in the case of an
individual, who became entitled to benefits
uider section 202(a) or section 223 before
January 1970, 'or who died before such
month."

(a) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to monthly benefits

under title II of the Social Security Act for
months after December 1969 and with respect
to lump-sum death payments under such
title in the óase of deaths occurring after
December 1969.

(f) If an individual was entitled to a dis-
ability Insurance benefit under section 223
of the Social Security Act for December 1969
and became entitled to old-age insurance
benefits under section 202(a) of such Act
for January 1970, or he died in such month,
then, for purposes of section 215(a) (4) of
the Social Security Act (if 'applicable), the
mount in column IV of the table appearing
in such section 215(a) for such individual
shall be the amount in such column on the
line on which in column II appears his pri-
mary insurance amount (as determined un-
der section 215(c) of such Act) instead of
the amount in column IV equal to the pri-
mary Insurance amount on which his ability
insurance benefit is based.
INCREASE IN BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS

AGE 21 AND ova
SEC. 3. (a)(1) Section 227(a) of the So-

cial Security Act is amended by striking out
"$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$46,"
and by striking out "$20" and inserting In
lieu thereof '$23".

(2) Section 227(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out in th second sentence "$40"
and inserting in lieu thereof "$46".

(b)(1) Section 228()(1) of such Act is
amended by striking out "$40" and inserting
in lieu thereof "$46".

(2) Section 228(b)(2) of such Act is
amended jy striking out "$40" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "$46", and by striking
out "$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$23".

(3) Section 228(c)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out "$20" and inserting
in lieu thereof "$23".

(4) Section 228(c) (3) (A) of such Act is
amended by striking out "$40" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "$46".

(5) Section 228(c) (8) (B) of such Act i
amended by striking out "$20" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "$23".

(c) The amendments made by subsec-
tions (a) and (b) shall apply with respect
to monthly benefits under title II of the
Social Security Act for months after De-
cember 1969.
MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF A WIFE'S OR HUsBAND'S

INSURANCE BENEF1'rS

SEc. 4. (a) Section 202(b) (2) of the So-
cial Security Act is amended to read as
follows:

"(2) Except as provided in subsection
(q), Such wife's insurance benefit for each
month shall be equal to one-half of the
primary insurance amount of her husband

(or, in the case of a divorced wife, her for-
mer husband) for such month."

(b) Section 202(c)(3) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

"(3) Except as provided in subsection
(q), such husband's insurance benefit for
each 'month shall be equal to one-half of
the primary insurance amount of his wife
for such month."

(c) Sections 202(c) (4) and 202(f)(5) of
such Act are each amended by striking out
"whichever of the following is the small-
er: (A) one-half of the primary insurance
amount of the deceased individual on whose
wages and self-employment income such
benefit is based, or (B) $105" and inserting
in lieu thereof one-half of the primary In-
surance amount of the deceased Individual
on whose wages and self-employment in.
come such benefit is based".

(d) The amendments made by subsec-
tions (a), (b), and (c) shall apply with
respect to monthly benefits under title 'IX
of the Social Security Act for months after
December 1969.

ALLOCATION To DISABILI'IY INSURANCO
TRU5T FUND

SEC. 5. (a) Section 201(b)(1) of the So-
cial Security Act is amended by—

(1) striking out "and" at the end of clause
(B);

(2) striking out "1967, and so reported,"
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
"1967, and before January 1, 1970, and so
reported, and (D) 1.10 per centum of the
wages (as so defined) paid after December
31, 1969, and so reported,".

(b) Section 201(b) (2) of such Act is
amended by—

(1) striking out "auid" at the end of
clause (B);

(2) striking out "1967," and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: "1967, and be-
fore January 1, 1970, and (D) 0.828 of 1
per centum of the amount of self-employ-
ment income (as so defined) so reported
for any taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 1969,".

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that my amendment be
temporarily laid aside in order that
the Senator from Michigan may offer
his amendment.

Mr GORE. I object, Mr. Preident,
The PRESWING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I should

like to offer an amendment.
The PRESIDING OmCER. It would

require unanimous consent at this point;
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"I II Ill IV V "I II III IV V

(Primary insurance
benefit under 1939
act, as modified)

(Primary
insurance

amount
under'

1967 act)
(Average

monthly wage)

(Primary
insurance
amount)

•

(Maximum (Primary insurance
family benefits under 1939

benefits) act, as modified)

(Primary
insurance

amount
under

1967 Act)
(Average

monthly wage)

(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family

benefits)

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
If an indiviJaal's
primary insurance
benefit (as deter-
mined under
subsec. (d)) is—

But not
more

At least— than—

Or his
primary

insurance
amount

(as deter.
mined
under

subsec.
(c)) is—

Or his average
monthly wage (as

determined under
subsec. (b)) is—

But not
more

At least— than—

The amount
referred to

in the
preceding

paragraphs
of this

subsection
shall be—

payable (as
provided in
sec. 20(a))

on the bassi
of his wages

and self-
employment

income
shall be—

•

If an-individual's
primary Insurance
benefit (as deter.
mined under
subsec. (d)) is—

But not
more

At least— than—

.

Or his
primary

insurance
amount

(as deter-
mined
under

subsec.
(c)) is—

Or his average-
monthly wage (as

determined under
subsec. (b)) Is—

But not
more

At least— than—

The amount
referred to

in the
preceding

paragraphs
of this

subsection
shall be—

payable (as
provlddd in
sec. 203(a)

on the basis
of his wages

and self-
employment

income
shall be—

$207.00 $610 $612 $238.10 $419.20
208.00 613 616 239.20 420.80
209.00 617 620 240.40 422.40
210. 00 621 623 241.50 423.60
211.00 624 627 242.70 425.20

212.00 628 630 243.80 426.40

$213.00 $631 $634 $245.00 $428.00
214. 00 635 637 246. 10 429. 20
215. 00- 638 641 247.30 430. 80

216.00 642 644 248.40 432.00
217.00 645 648 249. 60 433.60
218.00 649 650 250.70 434. 40"
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unless it is an amendment to the pend-
ing amendment. Is there objection?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I wish to
speak on the social security amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
hope this matter will not get out of hand.
I understand the position in which the
distinguished chairman of the commitee
finds himself, and I sympathize with him
thoroughly; but a commitment has been
made to the Senate as a whole that the
Mondale amendment would be called up
as the stated order of business tonight,
and if we get involved in the social se-
curity amendment now, all the agree-
ments made to the Members and the
good faith of the leadership will be in
question. I would hope that this matter
would be kept under control and that
the Senate would do what it could to
maintain its record for integrity, and
that if this matter is to come up, it come
up after the consideration of the Mon-
dale, the Javits, and the Metcalf amend-
nients, and the disposal of the Cannon
amendment, on which all time has been
used.

So I appeal to my colleagues to let us
operate under the procedure agreed to;
and once that part is out of the way, then
whatever the Senate does is another
ballgame.
* * * * *

* * * * *
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

have heard enough.
Mr. President, will the Senator from

Nebraska withhold the amendment, so
that the leadership can keep Its word as
to what will be brought up tonight and
tomorrow?

Mr. CURTIS. Certainly.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the distin-

guished manager of the bill allow me to
ask unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be laid aside temporarily or
otherwise and that I may ask that the
Mondale amendment, under an agree-
ment of the. Senate, be laid before the
Senate for consideration tonight and
tomOrrow?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for an observation?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am will-
ing that it be laid aside for the purpose
of offering another aniendment. That
does not bother me at all. That is what
I did, to begin with. I want the REcORD
to show that is the reason why I asked
that it be laid aside.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I would like to make
an observation.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, In con-

nection with the amendment I have of-
fered, I was of the opinion it could be
disposed of within the purview of the
agreement. I did not anticipate asking
for a rolleall vote. It is very much in the
nature of a corrective amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That would be per-
fectly all right. That is what the amend-
ment of the Senator from Michigan, the
acting Republican leader, would do. I
understand there is no difficulty con-
nected with it. But I want to get the
Mondale amendment laid before the
Senate and keep my agreement.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I have no desire
whatever to interfere with the majority
leader keeping his word or with the Sen-
ate proceeding. If the Long amendment
should be the pending business before
the Senate after the Mondale amend-
ment it is entirely agreeable with me.

My point is I do not entirely agree that
the House of Representatives has any
priority over social security; the Senate
has equal authority, equal jurisdiction
on any revenue measure and with respect
to any part of a revenue measure, if
that revenue measure itself has origi-
nated in the House. For entirely too long
the assumption has been that because
the revenue measure may originate in
the House that somehow the Senate did
not have an equal right to amend, alter,
or add to any measure, the piece of
paper of which originated in the House.

Unless we add the social security in-
crease to this bill It is not likely to be-
come effective until March, and there is
a cold winter ahead. People simply can-
not adequately live upon the small
amounts they now receive.

I have no desire whatever to run ahead
of the distinguished chairman of the
committee. In fact, it seems to me the
committee should have preference. If it
is agreed that after the Mondale amend-
ment is voted upon the Long amendment
is still the pending business I would have
no disagreement.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senato.r yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
would it be possible, instead of confining
that suggestion to just the Mondale
amendment that it also be considered in
relation to the Griffin amendment, the
Javits amendment, and the Metcalf
amendmert, because commitments have
been made; and then it could become
the pending business.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, that would
meet my objection. I want to see social
security increased In this bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And by at least 15
percent.
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Mr. GORE. Without waiting for the
Other side to act.

Mr. JAVITS. That Is satisfactory.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent with respect to the
amendments to be offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
CURTIS), the amendment to be offered
by the acting Republican leader, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan (Mr.
GRIFFIN), the amendment to be offered
by the distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. MONDALE), the amendment
to be offered by the distinguished senior
Senate from New York (Mr. JAvITs),
the amendment to be offered by
the distinguished junior Senator from
Mchtana (Mr. METCALF), and the
amendment to be offered by the distin-
guished senior Senator from Arizona
(Mr. FANNIN), that during the period
of their consideration, the pending
amendment, having to do with social se-
curity sponsored by the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNG), be
laid aside and once again become the
pending business thereafter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
and it Is so ordered.
* * * * *
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* * * * *
AMENDMENT NO. 367

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I call up my
amendment and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that further reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the
Racono.

The amendment (No. 367) ordered to
be printed in the REcogo, was to add at
the end of the bill the following new
title:

TITLE N—INCREASE IN SOCIAL
SECURITY BENEFITS

SEcTION 1. That this title may be cited as
the 'Social Security Amendments of 1969".

INc5EA5E IN OLO-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND
DISABILITY INsURANcE BENEFrr5

SEC. 2. (a) Section 215(a) of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out the
table and Inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:



December 5, 1969 c0NGREssr0NAL RECORD — SENATE

'TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

S 15771

"I II III IV V

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance amount (Primary (Maximum

benefit under 1939 under (Average insurance damily

act, as modified) 1967 act) monthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits

II an individual's Or his payable (as

primary insurance primary Or his average The amount provided iv

benefit (as deter- insurance monthly wage (as referred to sec. 203(a))

-mined under amount determined under in the on the basis

subsec. (d)) is— (as. deter- subsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages
mined paragraphs and self-

But eot under But not of this employment
msre subsec. more subsection income

At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

"I II Ill IV V

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance amount (Primary (Masimum
benefit under 1939 under (Average insurance family
act, as modified) 1967 act) mnnthly wage) amount) benefits)

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits

If an individual's Or his payable (as

primary insurance primary Or his average The amount provided in
benefit (as deter- insurance monthly wage (as referred to sec. 203(a))

mined under amount determined under in the on the basis
sabsec. (d)) is— (as deter- subsec. (b)) is— preceding of his wages

mined — paragraphs and self-
But not under But not of this employment

more subsec. more subsection income

At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

$16. 20 $55, 40
or less

$76 $64. 00 $96. 00

$16.2L - - - 16.84 56.50 $77 78 65.00 97.50

1&.85 17.60 57.70 79 80 66. 40

17.61
18.41

18.40
19.24'

58.80
59.90

81
82

81

83
67.70
68.90

101.60
103.40
105.5019.25 20.00 61:10 84 85 70.30

20.01 20.64 62.20 86 87 71.60
109.2020.65 21.28 63. 30 88 89 72. 80

21.29 2L88 64.50 90 90 74.20

2189 22.28 65.60 91 92 75.50

22.29 22.68 66. 70 93 94 76. 80

22.69 23.08 67. 80 .95 96 78.00
1023.09 - - - - 23. 44 69. 00 97 97 79. 40

23.45
23.7L - - - -

23.76
24.20

70.20
71.50

98
100

99
101

80, 80
82.30 023.50

125.3024.21
24,61
2501
25.49

24.60
25.00
25.48
25. 92

72.60
73.80
75.10
76. 30

102
103
105
107

102
104
106
107

83.50
84.90
86.40
87. 80

127.40
,129.60

131.70

25.93
2.41

26.40
26.94

77. 50
78,70

108
110

109
113

89. 20
99.60

133.
135.90

26.95 27.46 79.90 114 118 91.90 137.90

27.47 28.00 81.10 109 122 93.30 140,00

20.01 28.68 82.30 123 127 94,70 142.10

28.69
29.26.... .

29.25
29.68

83.60
84.70

128
133

132
136

96. 20
97.50

144, 30
146.30

.29.69
30.37

30.36
30.92

85.90
87.20

.137

.142
141
146

90.80
100.30

148.20
150.50

30.93 31.36 88.40 147 150 101.70 152.60

31.37 32,00 89. 50 151 155 103.00 154. 50

32.01
32.6J
33.21
33.89

32.60
33.20
33. 88
34.50

90,80
92.00
93.20
94.40

156
161
165
110

160
164
169
114

104.50
105.80
107, 20
108,60

156.80
158.70
160. 80
162.90

34.51
35,01
35.81
36,41
37.09
37.61

35.00
35.80
36.80
37.08
37.60
38.20

95.60
9680
98.00
.99.30
100.50
101.60

175
1)9
184
189
194
198

178
183
188
-193
197
202

110,00
ilL 40
112.70
114.20
115.60
116.90

165.00
167.10
169.10
171.30
173.40
175.40

38.21
39,13
39.69
40.84
41.13 ..4j771

39.12
39.68
40.33
41, 12
41.76
42.44

102.90
104.10
105.20
106. 50
107.70
108.90

203
208
212
217
222
226

207
201
216
221
225
230

110.40
119,80
121,00
122, 50
123.90
125.30

177.60
179.70
181.50
183, 80
185.90
188.00

42.45 43.20 110.10 231 235 126.70 190.10

43,21
43.17
44,45
44.89

43.76
44.44
44,88
45.00

110.40
102.60
113.70
115.00
116. 20
117.30
118.60
119.80
121.00
122.20
023, 40
124.70
125,80
121.10
128.30
129. 40
130,10
131.90
133. 00
134,30
135. 50
136.80
137.90
139. 10

236
240
245
250
254
259
264
268
273
278
282
287
292
296
301
306
310
315
320
324
329
334
338
343

239
244
249
253
258
263
261
272
277
281
286
293
295
300
305
309
g14
319
323
328
333
337
342
347

128.20
129.50
130.80
132.30
133. 70
13&90
136.40
137.80
139.20
140, 60
142. 00
143.50
144.70
146.20
141.60
148.90
150.40
151.70
153.00
154.50
155, 90
157. 40
158.60
160. 00

192.30
195.20
199;20
202.40
206.40
210.40
213.60
217.60
221,60
224.80
228.80
232.80
236.00
240.00
244,00
247. 20
251,20
255.20
258, 40
26240
266, 40
269.60
273.60
277.60

$140.40
141.50
142. 80

$348
352
357

$351
356
361

$161.50
162. 80
164. 30

$280.80
284.80
288,80

144. 00 362 365 165. 60 292. 00

145.10 366 370 166.90 296.00
146, 40 371 375 168.40 30000
147.60 376 379 169. 80 303.20
148,90
150.00

380
385

384
309

171.30
172.50

307.20
311.20

151,20 390 393 173.90 314.40
152.50 394 398 175,40 318.40
153,60 399 403 176.70 322. 40

154.90 404 407 178, 20 325.60
156.00 408 412 079,40 329.60
157,10 413 417 180,70 333.60
158,20 418 421 182.01 336.80
159.40 422 426 183,40 340.80
160. 50 427 431 184.61 344,80
161,60 432 436 185.90 348.80
162. 80 437 440 187.30 350. 40

163.90
165.00

441
446

445
450

188. 50
189.00

352.40
354.40

166.20
167. 30

451
455

454
459

191.20
192.40

356,00
358.00

168,40 460 464 193, 70 360.00
169. 50
170.10
071,80
172.90

465
469
414
479

468
473
478
482

195. 00
196.40
191,60
198.90

361.60
363.60
365.60
367. 20

174. 10
175, 20
176.30
117. 50

483
488
493
497

487
492
496
501

200. 30
201.50
202.80
204. 20

369. 20
371.20
372.80
314.80

178.60
179.70
180.80
182, 00

502
507
511
516

506
510
515
520

205.40
206.70
208,00
209. 30

376.80
378.40
380.40
382.40

083. 10 521 524 210.60 384. 00
184.20
185.40
186. 50
187.60
188. 80
189,90
191.00
192,00
193.00

525
530
535
539
544
549
554
557
561

529
534
538
543
548
553
556
560
563

211.90
213.30
214. 50
215.00
211,20
218.40
219.70
220,80
222.00

386.00
388,00
389.60
391,60
393,60
395.60
396, 80
288.40
399.60

194. 00 564 567 223. 10 401, 20
195. 00
196. 00
197.00
198. 00
199.00

568
571
575
518
582

570
514
577
581
584

224. 30
225,40
226.60
22770
228.90

402. 40
404.00
405,20
406.80
408.00

290.00
20L00

585
589

588
591

230.00
231.20

409.60
410.80

202.00
203,00
204.00
205. 00
206. 00

592
596
599
603
606

595
598
601
605
609

232.30
233. 50
23&60
235.80
236,90

402,40
413.60
415.20
416.40
418.00

201.00 610 612 238.10 410.20
208.00 613- 606 239.20 420.80
209. 00 617 620 240, 40 422.40
210.00 621 623 241.50 423.60
211.00
212. 00

624
628

627
630

242, 70
243. 80

425.20
426, 40

213 00 631 634 245, 00 428.00
214.00 635 637 246.10 420.20
215.00 638 641 247.30 430.80
216. 00 642 644 248. 40 432.00
217.00 645 648 249,60 433.60
218. 00 649 650 250.70 434. 40'

(b) Section 203(a) of such Act is amended and nelf-employment income, such total of tion of section 222(b), sectIon 202(q), and
by striking out paragraph (2) and inserting benefits for January 1970 or any subsequent subsectiOns (b), (o), and (d) of this sec-
in lieu thereof the- following month shall not be reduced to less than the tion), as in effect prior to January 1970, for

"(2) when two or more persons were en-- larger of— each such person for &uch- month, by 115
titled (without the application of section "(A) the amount determined under this percent and raisilig each such increased
202j) (1) and section 223(b)) to monthly subsection without regard to this paragraph, amount, if it is not-a multiple of $0.10, to
benefits under section 202 or 223 for January or the next higher multiple of $0.10;
1970 on the basis of the wages and self-em- "(B) an amount equal to the sum of the but in any such case (i) paragraph (1) of
ployment income of such insured Individual amounts derived by multiplying the benefit this subsection shall not be applied to such
and at least one such person was so entitled -amount determined under this title (includ- total of benefits after the application of sub-
for L)ecember 1-969 on the basis of such wages ing this subsection, but without the applica- paragraph (B), and (ii) if section 202(k)
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(2) (A) was applicable in the case of any
such behefits for January 1970, and ceases
to apply after such month, the provisions of
subparagraph (B) shall be applied, for and
after the month in which section 202(k) (2)
(A) ceases to apply, as though paragraph
(1) had not been applicable to such total of
benefits for January 1970, or".

(c) Section 215(b) (4) of such Act is
amended by striking out "January 1968" each
time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
"December 1969".

(d) Section 215(c) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:
"Primary Insurance Amount Under 1967 Act

"(c) (1) For the purposes of column II of
the table appearing In subsection (a) of
this section, an individual's primary insur-
ance amount shall be computed on the basis
of the law in effect prior to the enactment
of the Social Security Amendments of 1969.

"(2) The provisions of this subsection shall
be applicable only in the case of an individual
who became entitled to benefits under sec-
tion 202(a) or section 223 before January
1970, or who died before such month."

(e) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall apply with respect to monthly
benefits under title II of the Social Security
Act for months after December 1969 and with
respect to lump-sum death payments un-
der such title in the case of deaths occurring
after December 1969.

(f) If an individual was entitled to a dis-
ability Insurance benefit under section 223of the Social Security Act for December
1969 and became entitled to old-age insur-
ance benefits under section 202(a) of suchAct for January 1970, or he died In such
month, then, fOr purposes of section 215(a)
(4) of the Social Security Act (if applicable),
the amount In colunm IV of the table ap-
pearing In such section 215(a) for such In-
dividual shall be the amount in such column
on the line on which in column II appearshis primary insurance amount (as deter-
mined under section 215 (c) of such Act)
Instead of the amount in column Iv equalto the primary insurance amount on whichhis disability insurance benefits is based.
INCREASE IN BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS

AGE 72 AND OVER
SEC 3. (a) (1) Section 227(a) of the Social

Security Act is amended by strIking out "$40"and inserting in lieu thereof "$46," and by
strikIng out "$20" and inserting In lieu thefe-of "$23"

(2). Section 227(b) of such Act is amendedby strikIng out in the second sentence "$40"and inserting in lieu thereof "$46".
(b) (1) SectIon 228(b) (1) of such Act is

amended by strikIng out "$40" and inserting
in lieu thereof "$46".

(2) Section 228(b) (2) of such Act is
amended by striking out "$40" and insertingin lieu thereof "$46", and by striking out
"$20" and Inserting in lieu thereof "$23".(3) Section 22&(c)(2) of such Act isamended by striking out "$20" and Inserting
in lieu thereof "$23".

(4) SectIon 228(c)(3)(A) of such Act isamended by striking out "$40" and Insert-ing in lieu thereof "$45",
(5) Section 228(C)(3)(B) of such Act is

amended by striking out "$20" and InsertingIn lieu thereof "$23"

(c) The amendments made by subsections(a) and (b) shall apply with respect tomonthly benefits under title II of the Social
Security Act for months after December 1969.
MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF A WIFE'S OR HUSBAND'S

INSURANCE BENEFITS
SEC. 4 (a) Section 202(b) (2) of the Social

Security Act is amended to read as follows:
(2) Except as provided in Subsection (q),

such wife's Insurance benefit for each monthshall be equal to one-half of the primary
insurance amount of her husband (Or, in the

case of a divorced wife, her former husband)
'for such month."

(b) Section 202(c) (3) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

"(3) Except s provided In subsection (q),
such husband's insurance benefit for each
month shall be equal to one-half of the pri-
mary insurance amount of his wife for such
month."

(c) Sections 202(e) (4) and 202(f) (5) of
such Act are each amended by striking out
"whichever of the following is the smaller:
(A) one-half of the primary insurance
amount of the deceased individual on whose
wages and self-employment income such
benefit is based, or (B) $105" and inserting
in lieu thereof "one-half of the primary
insufance amount of the deceased individual
on whose wages and self-employment in-
come such benefit is based".

(d) The amendments made, by subsections
(a), (b) and (c) shall apply with respect
to monthly benefits under title II of the
Social Security Act for months after De-
cember 1969.

ALLOCATION TO DISABILITY INSURANCE
TRUST FUND

SEC. 5. (a) Section 201(b) (1) of the Social
Security Act is amended by—

(1) striking out "and" at the end of clause
(B);

(2) striking out "1967, and so reported,"
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
"1967, and before January 1, 1970, and so
reported, and (D) 1.10 per centum of the
wages (as so defined) paid after December
31, 1969, and so reported,",

(b) Section 201(b) (2) of such Act is
amended by—

(1) strikIng out "and" at the end of clause(B);
(2) striking out "1967," and inserting in

lieu thereof the following: "1967, and before
January 1, 1970, and (D) 0.825 of 1 per cen-turn of the amount of self-employment its-
come (as so defined) so reported for any
taxable year beginning after December 31,1969,".

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded,

The PRESIDING OFFICER Without
objection, it Is so ordered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the name of the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH)
be added as a cosponsor of my amend-
menb.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my name also be
listed as a cosponsor of the amendment
of the Senator from Louisiana,

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the pending
amendment provides for a 15-percent
increase in social security benefits for 25
million current beneficiaries, effective
with the January 1970 benefits.

The minimum benefit would be in-
creased from $55 to $64 a month. The
eventual maximum benefits would be in-
creased from $218 to $250.70 a month
for a single worker, and from $323 to
$376 for a married couple.

For those age 7. or over, the special
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payments would also be increased 15
percent from $40 ,to $46 a month for a
single person and from $60 to $69 for a
married couple.

The 15-percent increase would be fi-
nanced from the actuarial surplus of 1.16
percent of taxable payroll. Additional
payments from the 15-percent increase
in fiscal year 1970 would be $1.7 billion.
For the fiscal year 1971, it would be $4.4
billion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous coh-
sent that there be printed at this point
in the RECORD a tabulation I have had
prepared showing that the fund, without
any further tax increase, can stand a 15-
percent increase in benefits on an across-
the-board basis, and that it would still
'be in actuarial balance after such an in-
crease.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tions were ordered to be printed In the
RECORD, as follows:

ACTUARIAL BALANCE OF OASDI TRUST FUND

(Percent of taxable payroll!

Present law +1. 16Benefit increase sf15 percent —1.24

Actuarial balaece under bill —0.

BALANCE OF OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS TRUST FUND

(In billions of dollars!

Balance at end
Year Contributions Benefits of year I

1968
$23.2 $19.5 $24.2

1969
24. 1 22.6 25. 7

19702
28. 5 24.2 30.2

1971 2
19722

30.1
34. 5
36.5

28.7
30.2

31.8
36.6

I Reflects administrative expenses, interest, and railroad
retirement finance charge in addition tn contribetions and
benelitn.

a Under the Long amendment.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, first I

commend the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana for offering his amendment,
which I Support.

I know that the House action on social
security does not do this, but I ask the
Senator what he would think about mak-
tog sure that at the time we grant a 15-.
percent increase In social security bene-
fits, there also be some increase out of
the funds that the State would other-
wise have as a result of the social secu-
rity benefit increase, for an increase for
some 3 million additional people on wel-
fare who would not otherwise be helped
by the amendment but who could be
helped, at least to some degree, without
additional Federal contribution.

Has the Senator given that matter
any thought?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the kind of
thing the Senator advocates has a great
deal of appeal to the Senator from Lou-
isiana. On some occasiona I have offered
amendments of that nature myself. I
have rather consistently supported
amendments seeking to achieve the re-
sult that welfare payments not be re-
duced by the same amount that social
security benefits are increased. The idea
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of the Senator from Oklahoma—and
that of his predecessor, former Senator
Kerr—was that those in need should not
have their social security increases en-
tirely offset by a reduction in their public
welfare checks, as has happened in some
instances.

It is my judgment, however, that such
a provision should not be put in the
pending bill. If we seek to do so, I be-
lieve that the House of Representatives
would take the view that it is sending
us a social security package that will
include the consideration of amend-
ments of the sort the Senator is dis-
cussing at the moment. When we get
into those matters, we will find a great
number of meritorious amendments to
the social security and welfare programs
that are justified. I doubt very much that
the House is going to be willing to ac-
cept on this bill anything other- than
its own handiwork. I think it might
take some doing to prevail upon them
even to accept their own bill as an
amendment to this tax bill, because they
have some pride of authorship, and they
studied this matter while we were work-
ing on this tax bill. I think the Sena-
tor is aware of that.

I would hope we could simply agree
to an amendment which is identical with
that proposed by the Ways and Means
Committee, to see that we enact a 15-
percent benefit increase before Christ-
mas, and that we postpone considera-
tion of the many other meritorious
things that can be done in connection
with the social security bill until we
have a chance to take a good look at
those measures and study them thor-
oughly.

I am sure the Senator realizes that
we will be evaluating many matters such
as the one he has in mind. The Senator
wants us to require that the States make
certain changes in their welfare laws,
and this might be worthwhile, but it
would undoubtedly receive opposition
from some of the States. They should
be entitled to make their presentation,
to show what their problem would be,
prior to our acting on such a proposal.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. HARRIS. The Senator recalls that

in prior years—I believe the last time
we had a social security Increase—we
put in a provision that $7.50 of it would
not be chargeable against welfare. A
million and a half people receive some
welfare payment and some social se-
curity payment. If the social security
payment goes up, their welfare payment
Is generally decreased by the same
amount. So that while we are Improving
the social security recipient's situation,
one and a half million people who are
on partial social security and another
million and a half who are on welfare
totally are likely to receive no increase
at all.

It seems to me—and I think the Sen-
ator will agree with this principle—that
if it is important, as I think It Is, to
improve the position of social security
recipients by Christmas, it is equally im-
portant that we do that for 3 million or
so others who may be—who probably
are—in worse economic condition.

Mr. LO1G. Let me mention to the
Senator something that comes Into play
here. We are told that it takes some time
for the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare to adjust their corn-
puter in order to send out checks that
are 15 percent higher to 25 million bene-
ficiaries. The Social Security Admin-
istration tells us that it will require un-
til April 1 to change over and to this
new schedule of payments into effect.

Assuming that we could pass a 15-per-
cent benefit increase and make it effec-
tive before the first of the year, it would
nevertheless take until April 1 for the
beneficiaries to actually receive the
higher benefits. Thus a person now re-
ceiving a $100 monthly social security
check would receive a check in the
amount of $145 in early April—a $115
new benefit amount plus $30 in back pay-
ments for January and February. I
should think that by April the members
of the Finance Committee could do jus-
•tice to a legislative proposal along the
lines the Senator has suggested, that wel-
fare checks should not be reduced by
the amount of the social security in-
crease. That way the States would have
an opportunity to be heard, rathey than
our just telling the sovereign States that
they must do something, without their
having opportunity to present-their case.

Something else should be considered
in connection with this matter. I suspect
that one of these days the Federal Gov-
ernment is going to preempt the field of
social welfare for the needy and blanket
under Social Security those persons who
presently must rely upon State welfare
payments, relieving the States of the
very heavy burden they presently bear
in connection with providing benefits to
meet the essential needs of needy per-
sons.

Assuming that we proceed in the fash-
ion that I have suggestl, we would have
time to act on a measure of the sort the
Senator from Oklahoma has suggested
before the first social security increase
checks actually reach those persons. I
do not think that the welfare depart-
ments should be allowed to reduce wel-
fare payments to persons on account of
social security increases that have a.c-
crued to them but that they have not
actually received. And by the time they
get the social security increase, I would
hope that we could act to consider the
kind of amendment the Senator from
Oklahoma has suggested.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I believe
that we should federalize the welfare
system. I am in the pocess of trying to
draft workable legislation which would
do that.

In the meatime, I think there Is an Im-
mediate problem In this bill, and that
is the retroactive feature of the social
security payment when It comes, unless
something is written into the law. It
seems to me that three things might be
done in this bill which would be rela-
tively noncontrpversial and would not
require additional Federal contribution
in order to pass along some Increase to
those on welfare or partial welfare.

First, it seems to me that a provision
might be written Into this bill that when
the social security increase comes, the
retroactive payment under social secu

rity not be considered as part of the re
sources available to public assistance re-
cipients during that period. I think the
amount of trouble the welfare depart-
ments would have in checking back, and
so forth, would not make It worthwhile.
Furthermore, these people are entitled
to that. That is No. 1, the retroactive
feature, and its effect on welfare recipi-
ents.

Second, it seems to me that we might
increase in this bill the provision we once
put in the law, providing that $7.50 of
the social security increase would not
be considered in connection with reduc-
ing the welfare assistance of those who
are on partial social security and partial
welfare. We might increase that to 15
percent. That would do something, then,
for the 1 1/2 million people who are on
part welfare and, part social security.

Third, for the other people, it seems
to me that we might write into this bill
that the balance of the money that the
States would realize and which could be
used as they pleased, because they would
not need to spend as much for welfare
because of this increased social security
that they should use it in trying to meet
budgeted but unmet public assistance
needs, or through some kind of blanket
or general increase in public assistance.,

Some of my staff people are meeting
presently with the staff of the Finance
Committee with respect to one or two
ways I think one might go at doing what
I am talking about. Basically, I am not
talking about something that would be
controversial, to the extent that it would
require additional Federal contribution.
I do not know that we can get ready
in time—we only learned yesterday this
matter was going to come up today—to
draft and secure sufficient support for an
amendment applicable to all welfare
recipients. It is going to be tough enough,
if we can do it at all, to accomplish what
I have discussed. Fill welfare reform and
more humane levels I hope will follow
soon.

I am very pleased about what the Sen-
ator has pointed out—that we would have
some time between now and April, per-
haps, to do some of these things. But I
would hope that before final action would
be taken on the Senator's amendment, I
might have the opportunity to offer an
amendment to It. My staff people are
presently talking with the staff of the Fi-
nance Committee, to see whether an
amendment such as that I have discussed
could be drawn in simple enough form
and noncontroversial enough form that
it might be adopted. In no event do I want
to take away from or differ with what
the distinguished Senator is trying to do
with regard to social security.

Mr. LONG. May I say to my good
friend from Oklahoma, who has repeat-
edly demonstrated his great Interest In
meeting the needs of the needy, the less
fortunate, and those who have very
modest means, that the adoption of the
amendment I have offered does not prei-
üdlce the' Senator's right to offer the
amendment he has in mind. I am sure
the Senator agrees with that.

There are some Senators who would
like to vote for this Increase in social
security benefits on an across-the-board
basis.. I think the Senator from Okia-
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homa himself would be the first to agree
that it would be desirable to act on the
15-percent increase and to act favorably
upon it; and that this would not at all
affect the rights of Senators to offer
amendments such as the one he has sug-
gested. They could be offered either im-
mediately after this amendment or they
could be offered almost at any point in
the bill. It is simply a matter of amend-
ing the basic social security and public
welfare laws, if that is what the Senator
seeks to do. The adoption of my amend-
ment at this time would not foreclose
him from offering his amendment later.

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the Senator for
yielding so that we might have this dis-
cussion. I think the discussion is very
helpful in connection with this matter
and especially with respect to what we
might do next year if we do not do some-
thing in connection with this bill. I will
get together with the staff later this af t-
ernoon.

I thank the Senator for yielding to me.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-

ident, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUGHES in the chair). The clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I send to the desk an amendment
t.o the amendment of the Senator from
Louisiana. The amendment is offered on
beha.1$ of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
NNETT), the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. CURTIS), the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MILLER), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. JORDAN), the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. FANNIN), and the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN), and myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that fur-
ther reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so 'ordered; and without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment to the amendment of
the Senator from Louisiana, ordered to
be printed in the RECORD, was, beginning
on line 7, page 1 of the amendment No.
317, strike out all down to and including
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line 11, page 9, and in lieu thereof insert
the following:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives 0/ the United States of
America in Congress assetnbled, That this Act
may be cited as the "Social Security Amend-
ments of 1969"

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Sec.l. Short title.
Sec. 2. Increase In OASDI benefits.
Sec. 3. Increase in benefits for certain in-

dividuals age 72 and over.
Sec. 4. AutomatIc adjustment of benefits.
Sec. 5. Liberalization of earnings test.
Sec. 6. Increase of earnings counted for bene-

fit and'tax purposes.
Sec. 7. Automatic adjustment of earnings

base.
Sec. 8. Changes in tax schedules.
Sec. 9.. Age 62 computation point for men.
Sec. 10. Entitlement to child's Insurance

benefits based on disability which
began between 18 and 22.

Sec. 11. Allocation to Disability Insurance
Trust Fund.

Sec. 12. Wage credits for members of the uni-
formed services.

Sec. 13. Parent's insurance benefits in case of
retired or disabled worker.

Sec. 14. Increase in widow's and widower's in-
surance benefits.

INCREASE IN OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY
INsURANcE 'BENEFITS

SEC. 2. (a) Section a15(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act is amended by striking out the
table and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

'TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

"I Ii III IV V ''I II

(Primary
insurance

(Primary insurance
benefit under 1939
act, as modified)

amount
under

1967 act)
(Average

monthly wage)

(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family

benefits)

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
If an individual's
primary insurance
benefit (as deterS
mined under

Or his
primary

insurance
amount

Or his average
monthly wage (as
determined under

The amsiivl
referred to

iv the

payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
on the basis

subsec. (d)) is—
————————-——-—

But not
more

(as deter-
mined
under

subsec.

sobsec. (b)) is—
———-

But not
more

preceding
paragraphs

of this
subsection

ef his wages
and self

employment

At least— than— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

(Primary
.

(Primary insurance
benefit under 1939
act, an modified)

insurance
amouet

under
1967 act)

(Average
monthly wage)

(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Maximum
famij

benefits

And the
maximum
amount of

If au individual's
primary insurance

Or his
benefits

payable (as

benefit (ax deter-
mined under

primary
insurance

his average
monthly wage (as

The amount
referred to

provided in
sec. 203(a))

subsec. (d)) is—
—___________________

amount
(as deter-

mined

determined ander
subuec. (b)) is—

in the
preceding

on the basis
of his wagen

—
But not under

—
But not

paragraphs
of this

and self
emplayment

mare
At least— than—

suhsec.
(c)) is—

more
At least— than—

subsection
shall be—

income
shall be—

$16.20 $55.40 $76 $61.00 $91.50
or less

$16.21..... -
$16.85....

16. 84'
17.60

56.50
57.70

$77
79

78
80

62.20
63.50

93.30
95.30

$17.61..... 18.40 58.80 81 81 64.70 97.10$18.41.... 19.24 59.90 82 83 65.90 98.90
819.25..... 20. 00 61. 10 84 85 67. 30 101. 00
$20.01.....
$20.65., - -

20.64
21. 28

62.20
63. 30

86
88

87
89

68.50
69. 70

102.80
104. 60$29.29..... 21.88 64.50 90 90 71.00 106.50

$21.89.. - 22. 28 65. 60 91 92 72. 20 108. 30
$22.29. ....
822.69....,.
$23.09..,.

22.68
23.08
23.44

66.70
67.80
69.00

93
95
97

94
96
97

73.40
74.60
75.90

110.10
111.90
113.90$23.45.. - 23. 76 70. 20 98 99 77. 30 116. 00

$23.77. 24.20 71.50 100 101 78.70 118.10
$24.21.. - 24.60 72.60 102 102 79.90 119.90$24.61.... 25.00 73.80 103 104 81.20 121.80$25.01.... 25.48 75.10 105 106 82.70 124.10$25.49.. 25. 92 76. 30 107 107 84. 00 126. 00$25. 93..,,
$26.4I..
$26.
$27.47..
$28. 01..,.

26.40
26.94
27.46
28.00
28. 68

77.50
78.70
79.90
81.10
82. 30

108
110
114
119
123

109
113
118
122
127

85.30
86.60
87.90
89.30
90.60

128.00
129.90
131.90
134.00
135.90$28. 69.

$29.26....
29.25
29.68

83.60
84.70

128
133

132
136

92 00
9l20

138.00
139.80

$29.69...... 30.36 85.90 137 141 94.50 141.80$30. 37.. 30.92 87.20 142 .146 96.00 144.00$30.93.... 31.36 88.40 147 150 97.30 146.00$31.37..,.
$32. 01..,.

32.00
32. 60

89.50
90. 80

151
156

156
160

98.50
99.90

147.80
149.90$32.61.... 33.20 92.00 161 164 101.20 151.80$3321.... 33.88 93.20 165 169 102.60 153.90$33.89.... 34.50 94.40 170 174 103.90 155.90

$34. 51.... 35. 00 95.60 175 178 105.20 157. 80
$35.01. - -. 35. 80 96. 80 179 183 106. 50 159. 80$35.81.... 36.40 98.00 184 188 107.80 161.70
$36.41 ... 37. 08 99.30 189 193 109. 30 164.00$37.09.. 37.60 100.50 194 197 110.60 165.90

$37.6L....
$38.21....

$39.20
39. 12

$101.60
102.90

$198 $202 $111.80 $167.70

$39.13.... 39.68
203 207 113. 20 169. 81

$39.69.... 40.33
208 211 914.60 171.90

$40.34....
$41.13. ...
$41.77.

41.12
41. 76
42.44

106.50
107. 70

212
217
222

216
221
225

115.80
117.20
118. 50

173.70
176.80
180. 00

$42.45.... 43.20 110.10
226
231

230
235

119,80
121.20

184,00
188.00

$43.77.
43.76
44.44

111.40 236 239 122.60 191.20..
$44.45.. 44.88

240 244 123.90 195.20

$44.89.... 45.60 115.00
116.20
117.30
118.60
119.80
121.00
122.20
123. 40
124. 70
125.80
127.10
128. 30
129.40
130.70
131.90
133. 00
134.30
135.50
136.80
137.90
139.10
140.40
141.50
142.80
144. 00
145.10
146.40
147.60

245
250
254
259
264
268
273
278
282
287
292
296
301
306
310
315
320
324
329
334
338
343
348
352
357
362
366
371
376

249
253
258
263
267
272
277
281
286
291
295
300
305
309
314
319
323
328
333
337
342
347
351
356
361
365
370
375
379

25.10
126.50
127.90
129.10
130.50
131.80
133.10
134.50
135.80
137. 20
138. 40
139.90
141. 20
142. 40
143.80
045.10
146.30
047,80
149.10
150.50
151.70
153.10
154.50
155.70
157.10
158.40
159.70
161. 10
162.40

i99.20
202.40
206.40
210.40
213.60
217.60
221.60
224.80
228. 80
232. 80
236. 00
240.00
244. 00
247. 20
251.20
55.20
258.40
262. 40
266.40
269.60
273.60
277.60
280.80
284.80
288.80
292. 00
29&O')
300. 00
303.20
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"TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued
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"I II Ill IV V

(Primary lnaurnnCe
benefit under 1939
act, an modified)

(Primary
inaurnnce

umnunt
under

1967 act)
(Average

monthly wage)

(Primnry
insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family

benefits)

And the
maximum
amount at

benefits

It an individual's
primary insurance
benefit (us deter-
mined under
subsec. (d)) is—

But sat
mare

Or bin
primary

insurance
amount

(as deter-
mined
ueder

aubsec.

•

Or bin average
monthly wage (as
determined under
sebsec. (b)) in—

But eat
mare

The amount
referred to

in the
preceding

paragraphs
at this

subsection

payable (an
provided in
sec. 203(a))
no the basis
at his wages

and self-
employment

income

At least— thun— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall be—

"I II Ill IV V

(Primary
ieaurunce

(Primary insurance
benefit under 1939
act, as modified)

amount
under

1967 act)
(Average

munthly wage)

(Primary
insurance

amount)

(Masimum
tamily

beantits)

.

And the
masimum
amount at

benefits
It an individual's
primsry insurance
benefit (an deter-
mined under
subsec. (d)) is—

But nat
mare

Or his
primary

ass runce
amount

(as deter-
mined
under

subsec.

•

Or his average
monthly wage (us
determined under
sabanc. (h)) is—

But sat
more

The amsust
referred to

in the
preceding

paragraphs
at this

subsection

payable (as
prvsided in

sec. 203(a))
an the basis
at his wages

and sell-
employment

income

At least— thun— (c)) is— At least— than— shall be— shall he—

$150.00
151.20

$385
390

$389
393

$165.00
166.40

$31t.2t
314.40

152. 50 394 398 167. 80 318.40
153.60 399 403 t69. 00 322. 40

154.90 404 407 170. 40 325. 60
15&O0 408 412 171.60 329.60
157.10 413 417 172.90 333.60
158,20 411 421 174. tO 366.80
159.40 422 426 175.40 340.80
160. 50 427 431 176. 60 344. 80
161.60 432 436 177. 80 348.80
162.80 437 440 179. 10 352. 00
163. 90 441 445 180. 30 356. 00

165. 00 446 450 181. 50 360.00
166.20 451 454 182.90 361.60
167.30 455 459 184. tO 363. 60
168.40 460 464 185.30 365.60
169. 50 465 468 186. 50 367. 20
170.70 469 473 187. 80 369. 20
171.80 474 478 189.00 371.20
172.90 479 482 190. 20 372. 80
174.10 483 487 191.60 374.80
175.20 488 492 192. 80 376. 80
176.30 493 496 194.00 378.40
177.50 497 501 195.30 380.40
178. 60 502 506 196. 50 382. 40
179. 70 507 510 197.70 384.00
180.80 511 515 198.90 386.00
182.00 516 520 200.20 388.00
183.10 521 524 201.50 389.60
184. 20 525 529 202.70 39t. 60
185.40 530 524 204.00 393.60
186. 50 535 538 205. 20 395. 20
187. 60 539 543 206. 40 397. 20
188. 80 544 548 207. 70 399. 20
189.90 549 553 208.90 401.20

.191.00 554 556 210.10 402.40

$192.00
193.00

$557
561

$560
563

$211.20
212.30

$404.00
405.20

194.00 564 567 213.40 406.80
195. 00 568 570 214. 50 408. 00
196.00 571 574

197.00 575 577 216.70 410.80
198. 00 578 581 217. 80 412. 40
199. 00 582 584 218.90
200.00 585 588 220.00 415.20
201.00 589 591

202.00 592 595
419. 20203.00 596

80204.00 599 602
205. 00 603 605 225.

206. 00 606 609
424.80207.00 610 612

208.00 613 616 228.
428. 00209. 00 617 620

210.00 621 623
211.00 624 627

20 432. 00212. 00 628
2t3. 00 631
214. 00 635 637 235.40 434.

40215. 00 638 641 236. 436.
216.00 642 644 237.60 437.60
217. 00 645 648 238.70 439,

442.40218.00 649
657
667
677
686
696
706
716
726
735

666
676
685
695
705
715
725
734
744

241.00
242.00
243.00
244. 00
245.00
246.00
247.00
248.00
249.00

446.40
450.40
454.00
458. 00
462.00
466.00
470.00
473.60
477.60

('0) SectIon 203 (a) of such Act is amended
by striking out paragraph (2) and InsertIng
in lieu thereof the following:

"(2) when two or more persons were en-
titled (without the application of section
202(3) (1) and section 223(b)) to monthly

been applicable to such total of benefits for
March 1970, or".

(c) Section 215(b) (4) of such Act is
amended by striking out "January 1968" each
time It appears and Inserting In lieu thero.f
"February 1970".

line on which in column LI appears his pri-
mary insurance amount (as determined un-
der section 215(c) of such Act) instead of
the amount in column IV equal to the prs-
mary insurance amount on which his din-
ability Insurance benefit is based.

benefits under section 202 or 223 for March
1970 on the basis of the wages and self-em-
ployment Income of such Insured Individual
and at least one such person was so entitled
for February 1970 on the basis of such wages
and self-employment income, such total of
benefits for March 1970 or any subsequent
month shall not be reduced to less than the
larger of—

"(A) the amount determined under this
subsection without regard to this paragraph,
or

"(B) an amount equal to the sum of the
amounts derived by multiplying the tenefit
amount determined under this title (Includ-
Ing this subsection, but without the appli-
cation of section 222(b), section 202(q), and
subsections (b), (c), and (d) of thIs see-
tion), as in effect prior to March 1970, for
each nuch person for such month, by 110
percent and raining each such Increased
amount, if it is not a multiple of $0.10, to
the next higher multiple of $0.10;
But in any euch case (i) paragraph (1) of
this subsection shall not be applied to such
total of benefits after the application of sub-
paragraph (B), and (ii) If section 202(k) (2)
(A) was applicable In the case of any nuch
benefits for March 1970, and ceases to apply
after such month, the provisions of subpara-
graph (B) shall be applied, for and after the
month In which section 202(k) (2) (A) ceases
to apply, as though paragraph (1) had not

(d) Section 215(c) of such Act Is amended
to read as follows:
"PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT UNDER 557 ACT

'(c) (1) For the purposes of column LI of
the table appearing in subsection (a) of this
section, an individual's primary Insurance
amount shall be computed on the basis of
the law In effect prior to the enactment of
the Social Security Amendments of 1969.

"(2) The provisions of this subsection
shall be applicable only in the case of an
Individual who became entitled to benefits
under section 202 (a) or section 223 before
March 1970, or who died before such month.'

(e) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to monthly bane-
fits under title II of the Social Security Act
for months after February 1970 and with re-
spect to lump-sum death payments under
such title in the case of deaths occurring af-
ter February 1970.

(f) If an individual was entitled to a ills-
ability Insurance benefit under section 223
of the Social Security Act for February 1970
and became entitled to old-age Insurance
benefits under section 202(a) of such Act
for March 1970, or he died in such month,
then, for purposes of section 215 (a) (4) of
the Social Security Act (if applicable), the
amount in column TV of the table appearing
in such section 215(a) for such Individual
shall be the amount In such column on the

5NCREA5E 5N SENEF5T5 FOR cERTAs5 5NDI-
VIDUAL5 AOE 75 AND OVER

SEO. 3. (a) (1) Section 227(a) of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out "$40"
and Inserting In lieu thereof "$44," and by
striking out "$20" and Inserting in lieu there-
of "$22.".

(2) Section 227(b) of such Act Is amended
by striking out in the second sentence "$40"
and Inserting in lieu thereof "$44".

(b) (1) Section 228(b) (1) of such Act is
amended by striking out "$40" and insert-
Ing In lieu thereof "$44".

(2) Section 228(b) (2) of such Act Is
amended by striking out "$40" and Inserting
In lieu thereof "$44", and by striking out
"$20" and Inserting in lieu thereof "$22".

(3) Section 228(c)(2) of such Act in
amended by striking out "$20" and insertang
in lieu thereOf "$22".

(4) Section 228(c) (3) (A) of such Act is
amended by striking out "$40" and insert-
Ing In lieu thereof "$44".

(5) Section 228(c) (3) (B) of such Act Is
amended by striking out '$20" and inserting
in lieu thereof "$22".

(c) The amendments made by subsectionn
(a) and (b) shall apply with respect to
monthly benefits under title II of the Sc-
cial Security Act for months after February
1970.
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AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENT OF BENEFITS

SEC. 4. (a) Section 215 of the Social Se-
curity Act is amended by adding after sub-
section (h) the following new subsection:

"COST-OF-LIVING INCREASES IN BENEFITS
"(1) (1) For purposes of this subsection—
(A) the term 'base quarter' shall mean

the period of 3 consecutive calendar months
ending on September 30, 1969, and the pe-
hod of 3 consecutive calendar months end-
ing on September 30 of each year thereafter.

(B) the term 'cost-of-living computation
quarter' shall mean the base quarter in
which the monthly average of the Consumer
Price Index prepared by the Department of
Labor exceeds, by not less than 3 per centum,
the monthly average of such Index in the
later of: (I) the 3 calendar-month period
ending on September 30, 1969 or (ii) the base
quarter which was most recently a cost-of-
living computation quarter.

"(2) (A) U the Secretary determines that a
base quarter in a calendar year is also a cost-
of-living computation quarter, he shall, ef-
fective for January of the next calendar year,
increase the benefit amount of each individ-
ual who for such month is entitled to bene-
fits under section 227 or 228 and the primary
insurance amount of each individual, spec-
ified in subparagraph (B) of this para-
graph, by an amount derived by multiplying
such amount of each such individual (in-
cluding each such individual's primary In-
surance amount or benefit amount under
section 227 or 228 as previously increased
under this subparagraph) by the same per
centum (rounded to the nearest one-tenth
of 1 per centum) as the monthly average of
the Consumer Price Index for such cost-of-
living computation quarter exceeds the
monthly average of such Index for the base
quarter determined after the application of
clauses (I) and (Ii) of paragraph (1) (B),
Such Increased primary insurance amountshall be considered such individual's pri-
mary Insurance amount for purposes of this
subsection, section 202, and section 223.

"(B) The increase provided by subpara-
graph (A) with respect to a particular cost-
of -living computation quarter shall apply in
the case of monthly benefits under this title
for months after December of the calendaryear in which occurred such cost-of-living
computation quarter, based on the wages
and self-employment income of an individ-
ual who became entitled to monthly bene-
fits under section 202, 223, 227, or 228 (with-out regard to section 202(j) (1) or section
223(b)), or who died, In or before December
of the calendar year in-which Occurred such
cost-of-living computation quarter.

-

"(C) If the Secretary determines that abase quarter in a calendar year is also a
cost-of-living computation quarter, he shall
publish In the Federal Register on or before
December 1 of such calendar year a deter-
mination that a benefit Increase Is result-antly required and the percentage thereof.
He shall also publish in the Federal Register
at that time a revision of the benefit table
contained In subsection (a), as It may havebeen revised previously, pursuant to this
subparagraph Such revision shall be deter-
mined as follows:

"(I) The amount of each line of columnII shall be changed to the amount shown on
the corresponcung line of column IV of the
table In effect before this revision.

"(ii) The amount of each line of column
IV shall be increased from the sm&unt
shown In the table In effect before this re-
vision by Increasing such amount by the
per centum specified in subparagraph (A) ofparagraph (2), raising each such Increasedamount, it not a multiple of $10, to the
next higher multiple of $.lO

"(iii) If the contribution and benefit base(as defined In section 230(b)) for the calen-dar year in which, such benefit table is re-vised Is lower than such base for the follow-
ing calender year, columns HI, IV, snd V

shall be extended. The amount in the first
additional line in column IV shall be the
amount in the last line of such column as
determined under clause (ii), plus $1.00,
rounding such increased amount to the near-
est multiple of $1.00. The amount ,of each
succeeding line of column IV shall be the
amount on the preceding line increased by
$1.00, until the amount on the last line of
such column shall be equal to one-thirty-
sixth of the contribution and earnings base
for the calendar year succeeding the calendar
year in which such benefit table is revised,
rounding such amount, if not a multiple of
$1.00, to the nearest multiple of $1.00. The
amount in each additional line of column Ill
shall be determined so that the second figure
in the last line of column ITt shall be one-
twelfth of the contribution and earnings
base for the calendar year following the cal-
endar year- in which such benefit table Is
revised, and the remaining figures in column
III shall be determined ln consistent mathe-
matical intervals from column IV. The sec-
ond figure In the last line of column lU be-
fore the extension of the column shall be
increased to a figure mathematically con-
sistent with the figures determined in ac-
cordance with the preceding sentence. The
amount on each line of column V shall be
increased, to the extent necessary, so that
each such amount shall be equal to 40 per
centum of the second figure in the same line
of column UI, plus 40 per centum of the
smaller of (I) such second figure or (U) the
larger of $450 or 50 per centum of the largest
figure In column III.

"(iv) The amount on each line of column
V shall be increased, if necessary, so that
such amount shall be at least equal to one
and one-half times the amount shown on
the corresponding line in column IV. Any
such increased amount thkt is not a multi-
ple of $10 shall be increased to the next
higher multiple of $10."

(b) Section 203(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out the period at the end of the
first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof

or" and adding the following new para-
graph:

(4) when two or more persons are en-
titled (without the application of section
202(j) (1) and section 223(b)) to monthly
benefits under section 202 or 223 for Decem-
ber in the calendar year in which occurs a
cost-of-living computation quarter - (as de-
fined in section 215(1) (1)) on the basis of
the wages and self-employthent income of
such insured Individual, such total of bene-
fits for the month immediately following
shall be reduced to not less than the amount
equal to the sum of the amounts derived by
multiplying the benefit amount determined
under this title (including this subsection,
but without the application of section 222
(b), section 202(q), and subsections (b), (o),
and (d) of this section) as in effect for De-
cember for each such person by the same
per centum increase as such Individual's pri-
mary insurance amount (including such
amount as previously increased under sec-
tion 215(i) (2)) is increased and raising each
such increased amount, if not a multiple of
$0.10, to the next highest multiple of $0.10.".

(c) (1) Section 202(a) of such Act Is
amended by striking out "(as defined In
section 215(a)).".

(2) Section 215(f) (4) or such Act Is
amended by adding at the end before the
period the following: "(including a primary
insurance amount as Increased under sub-
section (1) (2)) ".

(3) Section 215(g) of such Act is
amended by striking out "primary Insurance
amount" and inserting In lieu thereof "pri-
mary insurance amount (including a pri-
mary Insurance amount as increased under
subsection (1) (2))

LIBERALIZATION OF EARNINGs TE5T
SEC. 5. (a) (1) Paragraphs (1) and (4) (B)of section 203(f) of the Social Security Act

December 5, .1969
are each amended by striking out "$140"
and inserting in lieu thereof "$150 or the
exempt amount as determined under para-
graph (8)".

(2) Paragraph (1) (A) of section 203(h)
of such Act is amended by striking out
"$140" and inserting in lieu thereof "$150 or
the exempt amount as determined under
paragraph (8)".

(3) Paragraph (3) section 203(f) of such
Act is amended to read as follows:

"(3) For purposes of paragraph (1) and
subsection (h), an individual's excess earn-
ings for a taxable year shall be 50 per centum
of his earnings for such year in execess of
the product of $150 or the exempt amount
as determined under paragraph (8) multI-
plied by the number of months in such year.
The excess earnings as derived under the
preceding sentence, if not a multiple of $1,
shall be reduced to the next lower multiple
of $1."

(b) Subsection (f) of section 203 of such
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraph:

"(8) (A) On or before October 1 of 1972
and of each even-numbered year thereafter,
the Secretary shall determine and publish
in the Federal Register the exempt amount
as defined in subparagraph (B) for each
month in the two taxable years which end
after the calendar year following the year
in which such determination is made.

"(B) The exempt amount for each month
of a particular taxable year shall be which-
ever of the following is the larger:

'(i) the product of $150 and the rsitlo of
(I) the average taxable wages of all persons
for whom taxable wages were reported to the
Secretary for the first calendar quarter of thecalendar year in which a determination
under subparagraph (A) is made for each
such mcntl2 of such particular taxable year
to (U) the average of the titxable wages of
all persons for whom wages were reported to
the Secretary for the first calendar quarter of
1971; such product, If not a multiple of $10,
shall be rounded to the nearest multiple of
$10, or

"(Ii) the exempt "flaunt for each month
in the taxable year p"cccding such particular
tsxable year; except that the provisions in
clause (I) shall not apply with respect to any
taxable year unless the contribution and
earnings base for such year is detormineci
under section 230(b) (1)."

(c) Clause (B) of Section 203(f) (1) of the
Social Security Act Is amended to reed as
follows:

"(B) in which such indIvidual was age 72
or over, excluding from such excess earnings
the earnings of an Individual in or after the
month in which he was age 72 In the year in
which he attained age 72, with the amount
(if any) of an individual's self-employment
income in such year being prorated in an
equitable manner under regulations pre-
eoribed by the Secretary,".

(d) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to taxable years end-
ing after December 1970.
INCREASE OF EARNINGS COUNTED Fail BENEFIT

AND TAX PURPOsEs
Ssc. 6. (a) (1) (A) Section 209(a) (5) of the

Social Security Act is amended by Inserting
"and prior to 1972" after "1967".

(B) Section 209(a) of such Act Is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraphs:

"(6) That part of remuneration which,
after remuneration (other than remunera-
tion referred to in the succeeding subsectIons
of this section) equal to $9,000 with respect
to employment has been paid to an individ-
ual during any calendar year after 1971 and
prior to 1974, Is .paid to such individual dur-
ing any such calendar yes?;

"(7) That part of remuneration whlcb,
after remuneration (other than remunera-
tion referred to In the succeedIng subsections
of tbis section) equal to the contribution
and earnings base (determined under sec-
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tlon 230) with respect to employment paid
to an individual during the calendar year
with respect to which such contribution and
earnings base effective, is paid to such indi-
vidual during such calendar year;

(2)(A) Section 211(b) (1) (E) of such Act
is amended by inserting "and prior to 1972"
after "1967", by striking out "; or" and in-
serting in lieu thereof "; and".

(B) Section 211(b) (1) of such Act is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new subparagraphs:

"(F) For any taxable year ending after
1971 and prior to 1974, (i) $9,000, minus (ii)
the amount of the wages paid to such indi-
vidual during the taxable year; and

"(G) For any taxable year ending in any
calendar year after 1973, (1) an amount equal
to the contribution and earnings base (as
determined under section 230) effective for
such calendar year, minus (Ii) the amount of
the wages to such individual during such
taxable year, or".

(3) (A) SectIon 213(a) (2) (ii) of such Act
is amended by striking out "after 1967" and
inserting in lieu thereof "after 1967 and
before 1972, or $9,000 in the case of a cal-
endar year after 1971 and before 1974, or an
amount equal tothe contribution and earn-
ings base (as determined under section 230)
in the case of any calendar year with respect
to which such contribution and earnings
base was effective".

(B) Section 213(a) (2) (iii) of such Act is
amended by striking out "after 1967" and
Inserting In lieu thereof "after 1967 and prior
to 1972, or $9,000 In the case of a taxable
year ending after 1971 and prior to 1974 or
the amount equal to the contribution and
earnings base (as determined under section
230), in the case of any taxable year ending
In any calendar year after 1973, effective for
such calendar year".

(4) SectIon 215(e) (1) of such Act is
amended by striking out "and the excess
over $7,800 in the case of any calendar year
after 1967" and inserting In lieu thereof "the
excess over $7,800 in the case of any calen-
dar year after 1967 and before 1972, the excess
over $9,000 in the case of any calendar year
after 1971 and before 1974, and the wcess
over an amount equal to the contribution
and earnings base (as determined under sec-
tion 230) In the case of any calendar year
after 1973 with respect to which such con-
tribution and earnings base was effective".

(b) (1) (A) Section 1402(b) (1) (E) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to
definition of self-employment income) is
amended by inserting "and before 1972" after
"1967", and by striking out "; or" and in-
serting In lieu thereof "; and

(B) Section l402(b)(l) of such Code is
further amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new subparagraphs:

"(F) for any taxable year ending after
1971 and before 1974, (i) $9,000, minus (ii)
the amount of the wages paid to such In-
dividual during the taxable year; and

"(G) for any taxable year ending in any
calendar year after 1973, (1) an amount
equal to the contribution and earnings base
(as determined under section 230 of the
Social Security Act) effective for such
calendar year, minus (ii) the amount of the
wages paid to such Individual during such
taxable year; or".

(2)(A) Section 3121(a) (1) of such Code
(relating to definition of wages) is amended
by striking out "$7,800" each place It ap-
pears and inserting In lieu thereof "$9,000".

(B) Effective with remuneration paid
after 1973, section 3121 (a) (1) of such Code
is amended by (1) striking out "$9,000" each
place it appears and Inserting In lieu there-
of "the contribution and earnings base (as
d.etermined under section 220 of the Social
Security Act) ", and (2) atrlking out "by
an employer during any calendar year", and
inserting In lieu thereof "by an employer
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during the calendar year with respect to
which such contribution and earnings base
was effective".

(3) (A) The second sentence of section
3122 of such Code (relating to Federal serv-
ice) is amended by striking out "$7,800" and
inserting in lieu thereof "$9,000".

(B) Effective with remuneration paid
after 1973, the second sentence of section 3122
of such Code is amended by striking out
"$9,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "the
contribution and earnings base".

(4) (A) Section 3125 of such Code (relat-
ing to returns in the case of governmental
employees in Guam, American Samoa, and
the District of Columbia) is amended by
striking out "$7,800" where it appears in sub-
sections (a), (b), and (c) and inserting in
lieu thereof "$9000".

(B) Effective with remuneration paid after
1973, the second sentence of section 3125 of
such Code Is amended by striking out "$9,-
000" where it appears in subsections (a), (b),
and (c) and inserting In lieu thereof "the
contribution and earnings base".

(5) Section 6413(c) (1) of such Code
(relating to special refunds of employment
taxes) is amended—

(A) by Inserting "and prior to the calendar
year 1972" after"after the calendar year
1967".

(B) by inserting after "exceed $7,800" the
following: "or (E) during any calendar year
after the calendar year 1971 and prior to the
calendar year 1974, the wages received by him
during such year exceed $9,000, or (F) during
any calendar year after 1973, the wages re-
ceived by him during such year exceed the
contribution and earnings base (as deter-
mined under section 230 of the Social Se-
curity Act) effective with respect to such
year," and

(C) by inserting before the period at the
end thereof the following: "and before 1972,
or which exceeds the tax with respect to the
first $9,000 of such wages received in such
calendar year after 1971 and before 1974, or
which exceeds the tax with respect to the
first amount equal to the contribution and
earnings base (as determined under section
230 of the Social Security Act) of such wages
received In the calendar year after 1973 wIth
respect to which such contribution and earn-
ings base was effective".

(6) Section 6413(c) (2) (A) of such Cede
(relating to refunds of employment taxes in
the case of Federal employees) Is amended
by—

(A) striking out "or $7,800 for any calen-
dar year after 1967" and inserting in lieu
thereof "$7,800 for the calendar year 1968,
1969, 1970 and 1971, or $9,000 for the calen-
dar year 1972 or 1973, or an amount equal
to the contribution and earnings base (as
determined under section 230 of the Social
Security Act) for any calendar year after
1973 with respect to which such contribution
and earnings base was effective".

(c) The amendments made by subsections
(a) (1) and (a) (3)(A), and the amend-
mente made by subsection (b) (except para-
graph (1) thereof), shall apply only with
respect to remuneration paid after Decem-
ber 1971. The amendments made by sub-
sections (a)(2), (a)(3)(B),and (b)(l) shall
apply only with respect to taxable years end-
ing after 1971. The amendment made by
subsection (a) (4) shall apply only with re-
spect to calendar years after 1971.
AUToMATIc ADJUSTMENT OF EARNINGS BASE

SEC. 7. •(a) Title II of the Social Security
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new section:
"AUToMATIc ADJUSTMENT OF EARNINGS BASE

"Ssc. 230. (a) On or before October 1 of
1972, and each even-numbered year there-
after, the Secretary shall determine and pub-
lish in the Federal Register the contribu-
tion and earnings base (as defined in sub-
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section (b)) for the two calendar years suc-
ceeding the calendar year following the year
in which the determination is made.

'(b) The contribution and earnings base
for a particular calendar year Shall be which-
ever of. the following Is the larger.

"(1) the product of $9,000 and the ratio
of (A) the average taxable wages of all
persons for whom taxable wages were re-
ported to the Secretary for the first calendar
quarter of the calendar year in which a
determination under subsection (a) is made
for such particular calendar year to (B) the
average of the taxable wages of all persons
for whom taxable wages were reported to
the Secretary for the first calendar quarter
of 1971; such product, if not a multiple of
$600, shall be rounded to the nearest multi-
ple of $600, or

"(2) the contribution and earnings base
for the calendar year preceding such par-
ticular calendar year."

(b) That part of section 215(a) of the
Social Security Act which precedes the ta-
ble Is amended by striking out "or" at the
end of paragraph (3), by striking out the
period at the end of paragraph (4) and In-
serting in lieu thereof "or the amount equal
to his primary Insurance' amount upon
which such disability insurance benefit is
based if such primary insurance amount was
determined under paragraph (5); or", and
by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing:

"(5) If such insured Individual's average
monthly wage (as determined under sub-
section (b)) exceeds $750, the amount equal
to the sum of (A) $54.48 and (B) 28.47
per centum of such average monthly wage;
such sum, if It is not a multiple of $4, shall
be rounded to the nearest multiple of 31."

(c) So much of section 203(a) as precedes
paragraph (2) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

"SEc. 203. (a) Whenever the total of
monthly benefits to which Individuals are
entitled under sections 202 and 223 for a
month on the basis of the wages and self -em-
ployment income of an Insured individual
exceeds the larger of: (I) the amount ap-
pearing in column V of the table in section
215(a) on the line on which appears in
column IV such Insured individual's pri-
mary insurance amount, and (II) the amount
which is equal to the sum of $180 and 40
per centum of the highest average monthly
wage (as determined under section 215(b)),
which will produce the primary insurance
amount of such Individual (as determined
under section 215(a)(5)), such total of
monthly benefits to which such individuals
are entitled shall be reduced to the larger
amount determined under (I) or (II) above,
whichever is applicable; except that—

"(1) when any such individuals so entitled
would (but for the provisions of section
202(k) (2) (A)) be entitled to child's insur-
ance benefits on the basis of the wages and
self-employment Income of one or more oth-
er insured Individuals, such total benefits
shall not be reduced to less than the larger
of:

"(A) the sum of the maximum amounts
of benefits payable on the basis of the wages
and self-employment income of all such in-
sured Individuals, but not more than the
last figure in column V of the table appear-
ing In section 215(a), and

"(B) the amount determined under clause
(II) for the highest primary insurance
amount of any insured individual (If such
primary Insurance amount is determined
under section 215(a) (15))."

(d) (1) Section 201(c) of the Social Se-
curity Act Is amended by inserting before the
last sentence the following sentence: "The
report shall further Include a recommenda-
tion as to the appropriateness of the tax
rates In sections 1401 (a), 3101(a), and 3111
(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954,
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which will be in effect for the following cal-
endar year; this recommendation shall be
made in the light of the need for the esti-
mated income In relationship to the esti-
mated outgo of the Trust Funds during such
year."

(2) Section 1817(b) of such Act is amended
by inserting before the last sentence the fol-
lowing sentence: "The report shall further
include a recommendation as to the ap-
propriateness of the tax rates in sections
1401(b), 3101(b), and 3111(b) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954, which will be
in effect for the following calendar year;
this recommendation shall be made in the
light of the need for the estimated income in
relationship to the estimated outgo of the
Trust Fund during such year."

(-e) The amendments made by subsections
(b) and (c) shall apply with respect to
monthly benefits for months after December
1973 and with respect to lump-sum death
payments under such title in the case of
deaths occurring after 1973.

CHANGES IN TAX SCHEDULES
SEC. 8. (a) (1) Section 1401(a) of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1954 (relatIng to rate
of tax on self-employment income for pur-
poses of old-age survivors, and disability In-
surance) is amended by Striking out para-
graphs (1), (2), (3), and (4), and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

"(1) in the case of any taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 1969, and before
January 1, 1975, the tax shall be equal to 6.3
percent of the amount of the self-employ-
ment income for such taxable year;

"(2) in the case of any taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 1974, and before
January 1, 1977, the tax shall be equal to
6.9 percent of the amount of the Self-employ-
ment income for such taxable year; and

"(3) In the case of any taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 1978, the tax shall
be equal to 7.0 percent of the amount of the
self-employment Income for such taxable
year."

(2) Section 3101 (a) of such Code (relating
to rate of tax on employees for purposes of
old-age, Survivors, and disability insurance)
is amended by striking out paragraphs (1),
(2), (3), and (4) and inserting in lieu there-
of the following:

"(1) with respect to wages received during
the calendar years 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973
and 1974, the rate shall be 4.2 percent;

"(2) with respect to wages received during
the calendar years 1975 and 1976, the rate
shall be 4.6 percent;

"(3) with respect to wages received during
the calendar years 1977, 1978, and 1979, the
rate Shall be 4.8 percent;

"(4) with respect to wages received dur-
ing the calendar years 1980, 1981, 1982, 1983,
1984, 1985, and 1986, the rate shall be 4.9
percent; and

"(5) with respect to wages received alter
December 31, 1986, the rate shall be 5.0 per-
cent."

(3) Section 3111(a) of such Code (relat-
ing to rate of tax on employers for purposes
of old-age, survivors, and disabillty inaur-
ance) is amended by striking out paragraphs
(1), (2), (3), and (4) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:

"(1) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar years 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973 and
1974, the rate shall be 4.2 percent;

"(2) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar years 1975 and 1976, the rate shall
be 4.8 percent;

"(3) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar years 1977, 1978, and 1979, the rate
shall be 4.8 percent;

"(4) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar years 1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984,
1985, and 1986, the rate shall be 4.9 percent;
and

"(5) with respect to wages paid after De-
cember 31, 1986, the rate shall be 5.0 per-
cent,"
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(b) (1) SectIon 1401(b) of such Code (re-

lating to rate of tax on self-employment in-
come for purposes of hospital insurance) is
amended by striking out paragraphs (1), (2),
(3), (4), and (5) inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

"(1) in the case of any taxable year begin-
ning after December 31, 1969, and before
January 1, 1971, the tax shall be equal to 0.60
percent of the amount of the self-employ-
ment Income for such taxable year; and

"(2) In the case of any taxable year begin-
ning after December 31, 1970, the tax shall
be equal to 0.90 percent of the amount of the
self-employment income for such taxable
year."

(2) SectIon 3101(b) of such Code (relating
to rate of tax on employees for purposes of
hospital Insurance) Is amended by striking
out paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4),and (5)
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(1) with respect to wages received during
the calendar year 1970, the rate shall be 0.60
percent; and

"(2) wIth respect to wages received after
December 31, 1970, the rate shall be 0.90
percent."

(3) Section 3111(b) of such Code (relating
to rate of tax on employers for purposes of
hospital insurance) is amended by striking
out paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4), and (5)
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(1) wIth respect to wages paid during the
calendar year 1970, the rate shall be 0.60
percent; and

"(2) with respect to wages paid after De-
cember 31, 1970, the rate shall be 0.90 per-
cent."

(c) The amendment made by subsections
(a) (1) and (b) (1) Shall apply only with re-
spect to taxable years beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 1969. The remaining amendments
made by this section shall apply only with
respect to remuneration paid after December
31, 1969.

AGE—62 COMPUTATION POINT FOE MEN

SEc.'9. (a) Section 214(a) (1) of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out "be-
fore—" and by striking out all of subpara-
graphs (A), (B), and (C) and by inserting
in lieu thereof "before the year in which he
died or (if earlier) the year in which he at-
tained age 62,".

(b) Section 215(b) (3) of Such Act Is
amended by striking out "before—" and all
of subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) and by
inserting in lieu thereof "before the year in
which he died or, if it occurred earlier but
after 1960, the year in which he attained
age 62.".

(c) Section 215(f) of such Act is amended
by striking out paragraph (5) and inserting
In lieu thereof the following:

"(5) In the case of an individual who is
entitled to monthly benefits for a month
after December 1971, on the basis of the
wages and self-employment income of an in-
sured Individual who prior to January 1972
became entitled to benefits under section
202(a), became entitled to benefits under
section 223 after the year in which he at-
tained age 62, orciied in a year after the year
in which he- attained age 62, the Secretary
shall, notwithstanding paragraphs (1) and
(2), recompute the primary insurance
amount of such insured individual. Such re-
computation shall be made under whichever
of the following alternative computation
methods yields the higher primary insurance
amount:

"(A) the computation methods of this Sec-
tion, as amended by the Social Security
Amendments of 1969, which would be appli-
cable in the case of an insured individual
who attained age 62 after December 1971, or

"(B) under the provisions in subpara-
graph (A) (but without regard to the limita-
tion, 'but after 1960' contained in paragraph
(3) of subsection (b)), except that for any
such recomputation, when the number of an
individual's benefit computation years is less
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than 5, his average monthly wage shall, if
It is in excess of $400, be reduced to .such
amount."

(d) Section 223(a) (2) of such Act is
amended by—

(1) striking out "(if a woman) or age 65
(if a man)

(2) striking out "in the case rf a woman"
and inserting in lieu thereof "in the case
of an individual," and

(3) striking out "she" and inserting in lieu
thereof "he".

(e) Section 223(e) (1) (A) is amended by
Striking out "(if a woman) or age 65 (if a
man)

(I) The amendments made by the preced-
ing subsections of this section shall apply
with respect to monthly benefits under title
II of the Social Security Act for months after
December 1971 and with respect to lump-Sum
death payments made in the case of an in-
sured individual who died after such month.

(g) Sections 209(i), 216(i) (3) (A) and 213
(a) (2) of the Social Security Act are amend-
ed by striking out "(if a woman) or age 65
(if a man)
ENTITLEMENT TO CHILD'S INSURANCE BENEFITS

BASED ON DISABILITY WHICH BEGAN BETWEEN
18 AND 22
SEC. 10. (a) Clause (ii) of section 202(d)

(1) (B) of the Social Security Act is amended
by striking out "which began before he at-
tained the age of 18" and inserting in lieu
thereof "which began before he attained the
age of 22".

(b) Subparagraphs (F) and (G) of section
202(d) (1) of such Act are amended to read
as follows:

"(F) if such child was not under a dis-
ability (as so defined) at the time he at-
tained the age of 18, the earlier of—

'(i) the first month during no part of
which he is a full-time student, or

"(ii) the month in which he attains the
age of 22,
but only if he was not under a disability (as
so defined) in such earlier month; or

"(G) if such child was under a disability
(as so defined) at the time he attained the
age of 18, or if he was not under a disability
(as so defined) at such time but was under
a disability (as so defined) at or prior to the
time he attained (or would attain) the age
of 22, the third month following the month
in which he ceases to be under such disability
or (if later) the earlier of—

"(I) the first month during no part of
which he is a full-time student, or

"(ii) the month In which he attains the
age of 22,
but only if he was not under a disability
(as so defined) in such earlier month."

(c) Section 202(d) (1) of such Act is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new sentence: "No payment
under this paragraph may be made to a child
who would not meet the definition of dis-
ability in section 223(d) except for para-
graph (1) (B) thereof for any month In
which he engages in substantial gainful
activity."

(ci) Paragraph (6) of section 202(d) is
amended by striking out "in which he is a
full-time student and has not attained the
age of 22" and all that follows and inserting
in lieu thereof "in which he—

"(A) (I) is a full—time Student or (ii) is
under a disability (as defined in section
223(d)), and

"(B) had not attained the age of 22, but
only if he has filed application for such re-
entitlement. Such reentitlement shall end
with the month preceding whichever of the
following first occurs:

"(C) the first month in which an event
specified in paragraph (1) (D) occurs; er

"(B) the earlier âf (I) the first month dur-
ing no part of which he is a full-time student
or (ii) the month in which he attains the
age of 22, but only if he is not under a dis-
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ability (as so defined) in such earlier month;
or

(E) if he was under a disability (as so de-
fined), the third month following the month
in which he ceases to be under such dis-
ability or (if later) the earlier of—

(i) the first month during no part of
which he is a full-time student, or

"(ii) the month in which he attains the
age of 22."

(e) Section 202(s) of such Act is
amended—

(1) by striking out "before he attained
such age" in paragraph (1) and inserting in
lieu thereof "before he attained the age of
22"; and

(2) by striking out "before such child at-
tained the age of 18" in paragraphs (2) and
(3) and inserting in lieu thereof "before such
child attained the age of 22".

(f) The amendments made by this section
shall apply only with respect to monthly in-
surance benefits payable under section 202 of
the Social Security Act for months after De-
cember 1970, except that in the case of an
individual who was not entitled to a monthly
benefit under such section for December 1970,
such amendments shall apply only on the
basis of an application filed after Septem-
ber 30, 1970.
ALLOCATION TO DISABILITY INSURANCE TRUST

FUND

SEC. 11. (a) Section 201)b) (1) of the So-
cial Security Act is amended by—

(1) striking out "and" at the end of clause
(B);

(2) striking out "1967, and so reported,"
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
"1967, and before January 1, 1970, and so re-
ported, and (D) 1.05 per centum of the wages
(as so defined) paid after December 31, 1969,
and- so reported,".

(b) Section 201(b)(2) of such Act is
amended by

(1) striking out "and" at the end of clause
(B);

(2) striking out "1967" and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: "1967, and before
January 1, 1970, and (D) 0.7875 of 1 per cen-
turn of the amount of self-employment in-
come (asso defined) so reported for any tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 1969,".
WAGE CREDITS FOR MEMBERS OF THE VlsI-

FORMED SERVICES

SEC. 12. (a) Subsection 229(a) of such Act
is amended by—

(1) strIking out "after December 1967," and
inserting in lieu thereof "after December
1970";

(2) striking out "after 1967" and inserting
in lieu thereof "after 1956"; and

(3) striking out all of paragraphs (1), (2),

and (3), and inserting in lieu thereof "$300".
(b) The amendments made by subsection

(a) shall apply with respect to monthly
benefits payable under title U of the Social
Seourity Act for months after December 1970
and with respect to lump-sum death pay-
ments in the case of deaths occurring after
December 1970, except that, in the case of
any individual who )s entitled, on the basis
of the wages and self-employment income or
any individual to whom section 229 applies,
to monthly benefits under title II of such
Act for December 1970, such amendments
shall apply (A) only if an application for
reconiputation by reason of such amend-
ments is filed by such individual, or any other -
individual, entitled to benefits under such
title II on the basis of such wages and self-
employment income, and (B) only with
respect to such benefits for months after
whichever of the following is later:-. Decem-
ber 1970 or the twelfth month before the
month in which such application was filed.
Recomputations of benefits as required to
carry out the provisions of this paragraph
shall be made notwithstanding the provisions
of section 215(f) (1) of the Social Security
Act; but no such recomputation shall be re-

garded as a recomputation for purposes of
section 215(f) of such act.

PARENT'S INSUEANCE BENEFITS IN CASE OF
RETIRED OR DISABLED WORKER

SEC. 13. (a) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of
section 202 (h) of the Social Security Act
are amended to read as follows:

"(1) Every parent (as defined in this sub-
section) of an individual entitled to old-age
or disability insurance benefits, or of an
individual who died a fully insured individ-
ual, If such parent—

"(A) has attained age 62,
"(B) was receiving at least one-half of his

support, as determined in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, from
such individual—

"(i) if 511th individual is entitled to old-

age or disability insurance benefits, at the
time he became entitled to such benefits,

"(ii) if such Individual has died, at the
time of such death, or

"(iii) if such Individual had a period of
disability which continued until he became
entitled to old-age or disability insurance
benefits, or (if he had died) until the month
of his death, at the beginning of such period
of disability,

and has flied proof of such support within
two years after the month in which such
individual filed application with respect to
such period of disability, became entitled to
such benefits, or died, as the case may be,

"(C) is not entitled to old-age or disability
insurance benefits, or is entitled to such
benefits, each of which Is (i) less than 50
percent of the primary insurance amount of
such individual if such Individual is entitled
to old-age or disability insurance benefits, or
(ii) less than 821/2 percent of the primary
insurance amount of such individual if such
individual is deceaserl, and if the amount
of the parent's insurance benefit for such
month is determinable under paragraph (2)
(A) (or 75 percent of such primary insurance
amount in any other case),

"(D) has not married since the time with
respect to which the Secretary determines,
under subparagraph (B) of this paragraph,
that such parent was receiving at least one-
half of his support from such individual, and

"(E) has filed application for parent's
insurance benefits,
shall be entitled to a parent's insurance bene-
fit for each month, beginning with the first
month in which such parent becomes so
entitled to such parent's insurance benefits
and ending with the month preceding the
first month in which any of the following
occurs—

"(F) such parent dies or marries, or

"(G) (1) if such individual is entitled to
old-age or disability insurance benefits, such
parent becomes entitled to an old-age or
disability insurance benefit based on a pri-
mary insurance amount which is equal to or
exceeds one-half of the primary insurance
amount of such individual, or (ii) if such
individual has died, such parent becomes
entitled to an old-age or disability insurance
benefit which is equal to or exceeds 821/2 per-
cent of the primary insurance amount of
such deceased individual if the amount of
the parent's insurance benefit for such month
is determinable under paragraph (2) (A) (or
75 percent of such primary insurance amount
in any other case), or

"(H) such individual, if living, is not en-
titled to disability insurance benefits and is
not entitled to old-age insurance benefits.

(2) (A) Except as provided in subpara-
graphs (B) and (C), such parent's insurance
benefit for each month shall be equal. to—

"(i) if the individual on the basis of whose
wages and self-employment income the
parent is entitled to such benefit has not died
prior to the end of such month, one-half
of the primary insurance amount of such
individual for such month, or

"(ii) if uch individual has died in or prior
to such month, 82'/ percent of the primary
insurance amount of such deceased individ-
ual;

"(B) For any month for which more than
one parent is entitled to parent's insurance
benefits on the basis of the wages and self-
employment income of an individual who
died in or prior to such month, such benefit
for each such parent for such month shall
(except as provided in subparagraph (C))
be equal to 75 percent of the primary in-
surance amount of such deceased individual;

"(C) In any case.in which—
"(i) any parent is entitled to a parent's

insurance benefit for a month on the basis of
the wages and self-employment income of an
individual who died in or prior to such
month, and

"(ii) another parent of such deceased in-
dividual is entitled to a parent's insurance
benefit for such month on the basis of such
wages and self-employment income, and on
the basis of an application filed after such
month and after the month in which the
application for the parent's insurance benefits
referred to in clause (I) was filed,
the amount of the parent's insurance benefit
of the parent referred to in clause (i) for

the month referred to in such clause shall
be determined under subparagraph (A) in-
stead of subparagraph (B) and the amount
of the parent's insurance benefit of the
parent referred to in clause (ii) for such
month shall be equal to 150 percent of the
primary insurance amount of such individ-
ual minus the amount (before the applica-
tion of section 203(a)) of the benefit for Such
month of the parent referred to in clause
(I)

(b) Section 202(q) of such Act is amended
by—

(1) inserting in paragraph (1) after
"husband's," the following: "parent's," and
by striking out in such paragraph (1) "or
husband's" and inserting in lieu thereof
", husband's, or parent's";

(2) inserting in paragraph (3) after "hus-
band's," wherever it appears the following:
"parent's," and by striking out in such para-
graph (3) "or husband's" wherever it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof "husband's, or
parent's";

(3) inserting in paragraph (6) after "hus-
band's," wherever it appears the following:
"parent's,"; and by striking out in such para-
graph (6) "or husband's" wherever it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof "husband's, or
parent's";

(4) inserting in paragraph (7) after "hus-
band's," the follo'ving: "parent's," and by
striking out "or husband's" and inserting in
lieu thereof "husband's, or parent's"; and

(5) adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new paragraph:

"(10) For purposes of this subsection,
'parent's insurance benefits' means benefits
payable under this section to a parent on
the basis of the wages and self-employment
income of an individual entitled to old-age
insurance benefits or disability insurance
benefits."

(c) Section 202(r) of such Act is

amended—
(1) by striking out "or Husband's" in the

heading and inserting in lieu thereof, "Hus-
band's, or Parent's"; and

(2) by striking out "or husband's" each
time it appears in paragraphs (1) and (2)
and inserting in lieu thereof, "husband's, or
parent's".

(d) Section 203(d) (1) of such Act is
amended by striking out "or child's" wher-
ever it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
"child's, or parents's" and by striking out "or
child" and inserting in lieu thereof "child,
or parent",

(e) Subparagraph (C) of section 202(q)
(7) of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out "wife's or husband's
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increase benefits" and inserting In lieu
thereof "wife's, husband's, or parent's insur-
anoe benefits", and

(2) by striking out "the spouse" and in-
serting in lieu thereof "the Individual",

(1) Section 222(b) (3) of such Act is
amended—

(1) by striking out "husband's, or child's"
wherever it appears and inserting In lieu
thereof "husband's, parent's, or child's", and

(2) by striking out "husband, or child"
and inserting in lieu thereof "husband, par-
ent, or child",

(g) Where—
(1) one or more. persons were entitled

(without the application of section 202(j)
(1) of the Social Security Act) to monthly
benefits unedr section 202 or 223 of such
Act for December 1970 on the basis of the
wages and self-employment Income of an
Individual, and

(2) one or more persons are entitled to
monthly benefits for January 1971 solely by
reason of this section on the basis of such
wages and self-employment income, and

(3) the total of benefits to which all per-
sons are entitled under such section 202 or
223 on the basis of such wages and self-
employment Income for January 1971 is re-
duced by reason of section 203(a) of such
Act, as amended by this Act (or would, but
for the penultimate sentence of such sec-
tion 203(a), be so reduced), then the amount
of the benefit to which each person referred
to in paragraph (1) of the subsection is
entitled for months after December 1970
shall be increased, after the application of
such section 203(a), to the amount it would
have been If the person or persons referred
to in paragraph (2) were not entitled to a
benefit referred to in such paragraph (2).

(h) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shsll apply only with respect to monthly
insurance benefits payable under section
202 of the Social Security Act for months
after December 1970 and only on the basis
of an application filed after September 30,
1970.

(I) The requirement in section 202(h) (1)
(B) of the Social Security Act that proof of
support be filed within two years alter a
specified date In order to establish eligibility
for parent's Insurance benefits shall, insofar
as such requirement applies to cases where
applications under such subsection are filed
by parents on the basis of the wages and
self-employment income of an individual en-
titled to old-age or disability Insurance ben-
efits, not apply if such proof of support is
filed within two years after the date of en-
actment of this Act.
INCREASED wIDow's AND WIDOWER'S INSusANCE

5ENEFI'rS

SEc. 14. (a) Subsection (e) of section 202
of the Social Security Act is amended as
follows:

(1) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of such subsec-
tion are amended by striking out "82½ per-
cent of" wherever it appears.

(2) Paragraph (5) of such subsection is
amended by striking out "60" and Inserting
In lieu thereof "65".

(b) Subsection (f) of section 202 of such
Act is amended as follows:

(1) Paragraphs (1) and (3) of such sub-
section are amended by striking out "82 1/2
percent of "wherever it appears.

(2) Paragraph (6) of such subsection Is
amended by striking out "62" and inserting
in lieu thereof "65".

(c) (1) The lest sentence of subsection (c)
2f section 203 of such Act is amended by
striking out all that follows the semlcolcn
and Inserting in lieu thereof the following:
"nor shall any deduction be made under this
subsection from any widow's insurance bene-
fit for any month in which the widow or
surviving divorced wife Is entitled and has
not attained age 65 (but only If she became
so entitled prior to attaining age 60) , or from
any widowers insurance benefit for any

month in which the widower is entitled and
has not attained age 65 (but only if he be-
came so entitled prior to attaining age 62)

(2) Subparagraph (D) of section 203(f)
(1) of such Act is amended to read as fol-
lows:

"(D) for which such individual is entitled
to widow's Insurance benefits and has not at-
tained age 65 (but only If she became so en-
titied prior to attaining age 60), or widower's
Insurance benefits and has not attained age
65, (but only If he became so entitled prior
to attaining age 62), or".

(d) Subsection (q) of section 202 of such
Act, as smended by this Act, is further
amended as follows:

(1) That part of paragraph (1) of such
subsection which precedes subparagraph (C)
is amended to reed as follows:

"(q). 1) If the first month for which an
individual is entitied to an old-age, wife's,
husband's, parent's, widow's, or widower's
Insurance benefit is a month before the
month in which such individual attains re-
tirement age, the amount of such benefit
for each month shall, subject to the suc-
ceeding paragraphs of this subsection, be
reduced—

"(A) for each month of such entitiement
within the 36-month period immediately
preceding the month in which such Indi-
vidual attains retirement age, by

"(I) five-ninths of 1 percent of such
amount If such benefit Is an old-age Insur-
ance benefit, twenty-five thirty-sixths of 1
percent of such amount If such benefit Is
a wife's, husband's, or parent's Insurance
benefit, or thirty-five seventy-seconds of 1
percent of such amount if such benefit is
a widow's or widower's Insurance benefit,
nultiplled by

"(Ii) the number of such months In (I)
the reduction period fer such benefit (de-
termined under paragraph (6) (A)), If such
benefit is for a month before the month In
which such Individual attains retirement
age, or (II) the adjusted reduction period
for such benefit (determined under para-
graph (7)), if such benefit is for the month
In which such individual attains retire-
ment age or for any month thereafter, and—

"(B) for each month of the 24-month
period for which a widow, or widower, Is
entitled to a widow's or widower's insur-
ance benefit Immediately preceding •the
month in which such individual attains age
62, the amount of such individual's widow's
or widower's benefit as reduced under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be further reduced by—

(I) five-nintlis of 1 percent of such re-
duced benefit, multiplied by

"(ii) the number of such months in (I)
the reduction period for such benefit, If such
benefit Is for a month before the month In
which such Individual attains age 62, or (II)
the adjusted reduction period for such benefit
(determined under paragraph (7)), if such
benefit is for the month ih which such In-
dividual attains retirement age or for any
month thereafter,

"A widow's or widower's insurance benefit
reduced pursuant to the preceding sentence
shall be further reduced by—".

(2) Paragraph (2) of such subsection Is
amended by striking out "paragraphs (1)
and (4)" and Inserting in lieu thereof "para-
graphs (1), (3), and (4)",

(3) Paragraph (3) of such subsection is
amended by—

(A) striking out subparagraph (F), and
(B) redssignating subparagraph (0) as

subparagraph (F), striking out of such sub-
paragraph "(when such first month occurs
before the month in which such individual
attains the age of 62) ", and striking out "age
62" and inserting in lieu thereof "age 65".

(4) Paragraph (9) of such subsection Is
amended to read as follows:

"(9) For purposes of this subsection, the
term 'retirement age' means age 65.",

(e) Subsection (r) of section 202 of such
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Act, as amended by this Act, Is further
amended as follows:

(1) by striking out "Husband's, or Par-
ent's" in the heading and inserting In lieu
thereof "Husband's, Parent's, Widow's, or
Widower's,"; and

(2) by striking out "husband's, or parent's"
each time It appears in paragraphs (1) and
(2) and inserting in lieu thereof "husband's
parent's, widow's, or widower's,",

(f) In the case of an individual who is en-
titled (without the application of section
202(j) (1) and 223(b)) to widow's or widow-
er's insurance benefits for the month of De-
cember 1970, if such individual's entitle-
ment to such benefits began with a month
after the month he attained age 62, the
Secretary shall redetermine the amount of
such benefits under the provisions of this
section as if these provisions had been in
effect for the first month of such individual's
entitlement to such benefits.

(g) The amendments made by this section
shall be effective for monthly benefits for
months after December 1970.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, the amendment I have offered is
the administration bill as introduced In
September. I shall discuss briefly the
major differences between the admin-
istration bill and the measure which is
pending before the Senate at this time.

I regret the way in which the circum-
stances have developed. I regret that we
have a situation where we have to enact
a measure of such Importance on the
floor of the Senate without committee
hearings; and I also regret very much
that we are considering social security
along with a bill which started out to be
a major tax reform bill—a tax reform
which is long overdue, I wish very much
we would have been able to confine this
bill strictly to major tax reforms and
then to have come along later to deal
with social security after we had these
matters settled. The sante statement
could be made in connection with some
of the proposed tax reductions. I am
fearful we are getting too far away from
our original objective, which was tax
reform.

Nevertheless, we have a social security
measure before us. It is a fact of life. All
we can do is cope with that situation.

Therefore, on behalf of the minority
members of the committee I am• sub-
mitting the administration bill. The
major differences in the proposals are as
follows. As the Senator from Louisiana
pointed out just a few moments ago, the
proposal he introduced is comparable to
the bill reported by the Ways and Means
Committee, and It provides for a flat 15
percent.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, may we have order? I cannot hear
the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ate will be in order.

The Senator from Delaware may pro-
ceed.

Mr. .WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, the provision in the proposal of-
fered by the Senator from Louisiana is
for a flat 15-percent increase acroas-the-
board effective January 1, whereas the
administration bill provides for a 10 per-
cent increase effective In March. The
payments could begin to be made in April
of 1970, and, as with the earlier effective
date on the measure of the Senator from
Louisiana, there would be a retroactive
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feature for January and February in-
cluded.

As to the method of financing the
measure which is before us, the measure
I have submitted does provide adequate
financing for the benefits that are added
to the bill.

I might say that historically it has al-
ways been the policy, more or less the
i'nwritt•en law, of the Ways and Means
Committee and the Committee on Fi-
nance that they would never support a
social security bill providing for in-
creases unless those increases were ac-
companied by methods to finance the
benefits being approved at that time.

As I understand, there is no precedent
for an action such as the measure that
is before us today where there would be
a major increase in Social Security ben-
efits with not method of financing. It is
merely postponing the day of reckoning.

My measure would finance the benefits
in this manner. Beginning in 1972 it
would raise the wage base from $7.800
to $9,000, but at the same time it had as
an offset a reduction in the rates against
this wage base increase. Under existing
law, beginning in 1971 and 1972 the wage
rates would be 10.4 percent on the $7,800,
but since we are raising the base we
would drop those rates to 10.2 percent.
This is a combined rate for both the em-
ployer and the employee, or 5.1 percent
for each.

In 1972 and 1973 under the existing
law the rate would be 11.3 percent on
the $7,800 base. Our bill would drop that
rate to 10.2 percent with this higher
wage base.

In 1974 and 1975 it would drop the
rate from 11.3 to 11 percent; and in
1976 under existing law it goes to 11.4
percent. We drop it to 11 percent.

The net effect would be higher taxes
to pay for the benefits under the bill.

Now, in order to have 10-percent ben-
efits across the board this amendment
also provides something that is very im-
portant to those who live on social se-
curity pensions, something they have
been advocating for a long time; and
that is built-in permanent cost-of-living
increases so that as the cost of living
goes up 3 percentage points the social
security automatically would go up 3
percentage points.

Since the last social security increase
the cost of living has gone up slightly
over 9 percent, which means that had
this provision been in effect retroac-
tively those persons today would be en-
joying the increase of 9.1 percent in-
crease in benefits.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, will be Senator from Delaware yield
for a question?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Did I

correctly understand the Senator to say
that under the perfecting amendment
which he is offering, the increases in
social security payments would be auto-
matically tied to the cost-oi-living in-
crease?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That Is
correct. Somewhat comparable to the
manner of the civil service and other
retirement funds.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. What is
the overall increase?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is 10
percent.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. By what
amount is the minimum payment in-
creased?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is 10
percent. Just the same as in the other
bill—it is increased 15 percent.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. But there
are other benefits which are in the ad-
ministration bill to which I call atten-
tion in addition to the automatic cost-
of -living increase.

For example, the income retirement
test under existing law Is $1,680. With
an individual under existing law who is
earning above $1,680 and drawing so-
cial security, on earnings between $1,680
and $2,880 they take back $1 for every
$2 he earns and after that,$2,880 figure
is reached, they take back all a man's
earnings until they recover the full so-
cial security benefits.

Under my amendment the earnings
test is raised from $1,680 to $1,800, and
the same one for two rule applies but
without the cutoff in the $2,880, which
makes it 'less harsh as to recapture.
That is part of the additional cost of
the bill, all of which is compensated
in the increased wage base—

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pre-
sident, will the Senator from Delaware
yield further?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. At the

present time, the minimum paid is $55
for a single individual, is that not cor-
rect.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That Is
correct.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Under
the perfecting amendment being offered
by the Senator from Delaware, as I un-
derstand it, the minimum payment
would be increased by 10 percent?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes; 10
percent.

Under the bill offered by the Senator
from Louisiana it would be increased 15
percent.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. In addi-
tion, the hospital insurance under pres-
ent 1aw is inadequately financed, a situ-
ation recognized as such by all concerned.
This pending amendment provides prop-
Cr financing by raising the eventual tax
rate from six-tenths of nine-tenths per-
cent. Under existing law it goes to nine-
tenths of 1 percent at some date in the
projected future. We move to that nine-
tenths of 1 percent immediately because
it is needed in order to keep the fund
solvent now.

There is also an additional benefit un-
der the bill which is not embraced in the
Long amendment, which provides 15
percent across the board. Under existing
law a widow's benefits are reduced to
82'/2 percent of the pension that her hus-
band was receiving. This amendment
would change that and allow a widow as
the survivor to get 100 percent of the
benefits her husband was 'drawing. The
increased widow benefits and the in-
crease in the retirement test, as well as
the escalation clause, in my opinion far

outweigh much of the difference in the
5 percent variation.

But what is equally if not more impor-
tant is that we have a bill here which is
properly financed, so that those on social
security today can look forward, know-
ing that the fund is being adequately fi-
nanced by Congress and that they are
guaranteed that amount for the remain-
der of their lives.

It seems to me that is very important
to those living on retirement pensions. It
is also important that the amount of the
pensions they are receiving will be in-
creased, yes; but what is even more im-
portant is that they will be given assur-
ance that that which they are drawing
today they can expect for the remainder
of their lives, whether they live to be 75,
80, 90, or 100 years old.

Certainly the assurance that this fund
is being kept actuarially solvent and that
Congress will not tinker with it for poli-
tical or any other reasons by voting an
increase which is not properly financed
seems to me to be an assurance that is
worth more than any false hope that
they are getting an increase.

The benefit to widows, as I said, and
the increased earnings test offset much
of the differential, but above all it would
be well for Congress, if we are going to
raise social security benefits, that we
stand by the principle that has been in
effect ever since the first day social se-
curity was enacted; that is, that when-
ever Congress raises benefits at the same
time and in the same bill, there will be
provided the increased taxes in what-
ever amounts are necessary to finance
the benefits that have been approved.
That sound policy has been recommended
by every administration that has been in
power heretofore.

Sound financing has been recom-
mended by every Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare that has ever
testified before a committee, including
the able Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
RIBIcoFF), who is recognized as one of
the most able Secretaries of Heath, Edu-
cation, and Welfare. All of them have in-
sisted, when they were before committees,
that under. no circumstances should
Congress vote benefits for which it is not
willing to pay. We should stand by that
principle. I hope that this substitute will
be adopted.

Therefore, I and other members of the
committee have said that had hoped we
could include provisions in a social se-
curity bill that would correct some of the
discovered abuses in the medicare pro-
gram, but I have not attempted to deal
with those here. I do not think that we
could propose them here on the Senate
floor. There is no difference of opinion,
I might say,'on the part of myself and the
chairman of the committee or any other
members of the committee but that this
Is an area that does need our attention,
and it is going to get the attention of the
committee. I am confident that no mat-
ter what we can do on this bill it will still
be given our attention at a later date.
Since we are going to have to vote today
I think the very least we can do Is to
approve an actuarially solvent benefits
plan, one which will give benefits where
'they are needed the most, and that Is
in the low income brackets. They are the
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ones hit by this income test. Of course,
the widows, likewise, are benefited.

I am not arguing or trying to argue
that there is not a difference; certainly
the 15 percent is more attractive than
the 10 percent. There is no argument
about that. Twenty percent is more at-
tractive than 15 percent, and 25 percent
is more attractive than 20 percent.

But there is a limit as to what we can
do. I think, whether it be 15 or 10 per-
cent, or whatever percentage it is, those
who vote for it should at least include the
method to pay for it; otherwise, we are
only holding out a false promise.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. PROUTY. I am sorry that I can-

not support the Senator. I appreciate
how sincere he is. I should like to point
out—and I will do it more in detail later
on—that the surplus in the social se-
curity fund at the end of fiscal year
1969 was $32 billion. At the end of fiscal
1970, the income will be $35.2 billion. The
outflow, $2.85 billion, the gain, $6.7 bil-
lion. The surplus will be, at the end of
June 30, 1970, $38.7 billion. And when
we get up to 1973, we will have a surplus
of $75.3 billion.

All the actuaries have told us that this
is perfectly proper and sound financing.
I have offered an amendment which is
now at the desk, which I do not intend
to call up at this time, which provides
for a $90 minimum and a 10-percent
across-the-board increase.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Could I
answer that point first, because it seems
the Senator wants to make a speech. The
figures he quotes are figures that are
based upon assumptions which will not
develop under the proposal of the Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. PROUTY. They were given to me
by the social security actuaries.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. But that
is based upon the assumption which I
will explain to the Senator; namely, the
assumption that they will accept the
recommendations of President Johnson
and President Nixon providing an in-
crease in the wage base to increase the
tax. What the Senator has done is take
the figures that would result from those
increases, but his amendment has elim-
inated the increases. The Senator is liv-
ing in a dream world.

Mr. PROUTY. Well, I will discuss that
in more detail later.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I respect
that, but nevertheless the distinguished
Senator is taking credit for taxes which
are not proposed in his bill.

Mr. PROUTY. As a matter of fact, the
cost of the Long amendment is 1.24 of
that-that is payroll—under the Wil-
liams amendment it is 1.25; and the one
which I shall offer later, if the amend-
ment of the Senator front Delaware
fails—would raise the minimum through
1970 at 1.30.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator is correct as to the cost, but the
point is that in the amendment which
I have offered we have included a tax
to cover that cost. The point I am making
is that in the amendment offered by the
Senator from Louisiana and the Senator
from Vermont no tax provision has
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been included. A tax is not any good un-
til it is provided for in the bill, and it
is not a part of the amendment of the
Senator from Louisiana now pending.

If it is put on a pay-as-you-go basis
today's wage earners are 'being charged
for benefits to be passed on to those who
retired before. If that is what Senators
want to do, let us face it, and tell these
young men and women in the 28-, 30-,
and 40-year-age brackets that we are
spending their money as fast as they are
putting it in the trust fund. That is the
point I am making.

The committee heretofore has tried to
maintain some degree of solvency under
the social security system. It was a
rule—although there is no law to that
effect-that for safety reasons there
should be a reserve adequate to pay the
benefits for 4 to 5 years. In other words,
the fund should be maintained to pro-
vide the equivalent of four to five times
the annual benefits. Right now the fund
is down to the point where it is barely
adequate to pay benefits for 12 months.
That is a dangerously low level.

The reason why it is a dangerously low
level is that we may run into a period of
recession. We have had them before, and
we may have them again; and we will
certainly have them again If we continue
such irresponsible actions as we have
had in Congress in the last few days. In
a period of recession, rising unemploy-
ment will result in fewer contributions
to the trust fund because it is based on
contributions from wage earners. As un-
employment increases the contributions
from wage earners decrease; but more
people who are eligible go into retire-
ment, and the outgo increases. So in a
period of any kind of recession the out-
go will increase substantially, and the
income will drop. That Is why we have
to have some reserve.

Mr. PROUTY. Nobody disagrees with
the need for having a reserve, but we are
building up a tremendous reserve. By
1973 we will have a surplus of $75.3 bil-
lion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We will
not have a surplus of $75.3 billion.

Mr. PROUTY. I have to rely on the
actuaries: I am not relying on my own
figures.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I do not
know which actuaries.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. Myers, the chief
actuary for the Social Security Admin-
istration, and another actuary who has
been working closely with the Finance
Committee of the Senate and the Ways
and Means Committee of the House.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I never
heard of those figures being presented to
the committee.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. The Senator's

amendment provides for a 10-percent in-
crease, plus an adjustment tied to the
increase in the cost of living. Is that
correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. As contrasted
with the amendment which the Senator
from Delaware would amend of a straight
15-percent increase, with no escalator
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clause tied to the increase in cost of
living.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct. In addition to that the amend-
ment which we had submitted also raises
from $i,580 to $1,680 the amount of out-
side earnings allowed.

It also increases a widow's benefits
from 82'/2 percent to 100 percent of what
the husband was drawing.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Did I under-
stand the Senator to say that since the
last increase in benefits under the social
security system living costs have gone
up over 9 percent?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Is it not en-
tirely possible that a 10-percent increase
with an escalator clause tied to the cost
of living may be better than a straight
15-percent increase with none of the an-
cillary benefits the Senator has enumer-
ated?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes, it
would be better because in addition to
the side benefits I have mentioned it also
provides for an automatic cost-of-living
increase. it is soundly financed into the
future because as the automatic cost-of-
living increase Is triggered Into effect in
the future, while It is going to mean an
extra cost for the fund, there Is also
triggered into effect an increase in the
tax rate.

In other words, future increased bene-
fits are tied Into the Increased cost of
living, but there is also tied into it a per-
manent system of financing it, because
when the cost of living goes up 3 percent
and the benefits are accordingly In-
creased 3 percent, there Is triggered Into
effect an increased tax rate to finance the
cost. Therefore, those under the social
security system would know that not only
are the benefits we are granting them
today adequately financed but also the
Increased costs projected Into the future
are also financed.

We have also provided for financing of
hospital insurance, which is underfi-
nanced by all estimates.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. If the escalator
provision had been in effect under the
present social security law, recipients
would be getting nearly 10 percent more
than they are presently getting, and they
would have had Increases In their pay-
ments tied to the cost-of-living increases.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes. As
the cost of living Increases 3 percent it
would trigger into effect Increased bene-
fits of 3 percent.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed In the RECORD the
message of the President relating to the
social security bill.

There being no objection, the message
was ordered to be printed In the RECORD,
as follows:
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNFrED

STATES TRANSMITTING PROPOSED REFORMS
IN THE SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM, SEPTEMBER
25, 1969

To the Congress 0/ the United States:
This nation must not break faith with

those Americans who have a right to expect
that Social Security payments will protect
them and their families.

The impact of an inflation now in its
fourth year has undermined the value of
every Social Security check and requires that
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we once again increase the benefits to help
those among the most severely victimized by
the rising cost of living.

I request that the Congress remedy the
real losses to those who now receive Social
Security benefits by increasing payments by
10 per cent.

Beyond that step to setT right today's
inequity, I propose that the Congress make
certain once and for all that the retired,
the disabled and the dependent never again
bear the brunt of inflation. The way to pre-
vent future unfairness is to attach the bene-
fit schedule to the cost of living.

This will instill new security In Social
Security. This will provide peace of mind to
those concerned with their retirement years,
and to their dependents.

By acting to raise benefits now to meet
the rise in the cost of living, we keep faith
with today's recipients. By acting to make
future benefit raises automatic with rises
in the cost of living, we remove questions
about future years; we do much to remove
this system from biennial politics; and we
make fair treatment of beneficiaries a mat-
ter of certainty rather than a matter of
hope.

In the 34 years since the Social Security
program was first established, it has become
a central part of life for growing number
of Americans. Today approximately 25 mu-
lion people are receiving cash payments from
this source. Three-quarters of these are old-
er Americans; the Social Security check gen-
erally represents the greater part of total
income. Millions of younger people receive
benefits under the disability or survivor pro-
visions of Social Security.

Almost all Americans have a stake In the
soundness of the Social Security system.
Some 92 million workers are contributing
to Social Security this year. About 80 per
cent of Americans of working age are pro-
tected by disability insurance and 95 per
cent of children and mothers have survivor-
ship insurance protection. Because the So-
cial Security program is an essential part
of life for so many Americans, we must con-
tinually re-examine the program and be pre-
pared to make improvements.

Aiding in this Administration's review and
evaluation is the Advisory Council on So-
cial Security which the Secretary of Eealth,
Education and Welfare appointed In May.
For example, I will look to this Council for
recommendations in regard to working
women; changing work patterns and the in-
creased contributions of working women to
the system may make present law unfair to
them. The recommendations of this Council
and of other advisers, both within the Gov-
ernment and outside of It. will be important
to our planning. As I indicated in my mes-
sage to the Congress on April 14, improve-
ment in the Social Security program is a
major objective of this Administration.

There are certain changes in the Social
Security program, however, for which the
neecf is so clear that they should be made
without awaiting the findings of the Advisory
Council. The purpose of this message is to
recommend such changes.

I propose an across-the-board increase of
10% in Social Security benefits, effective
with checks mailed in AprIl 1970, to make
up for Increases in the cost of living.

I propose that future benefits in the Social
Security system be automatically adjusted to
account for ftwreases In the cost of living.

I propose an increase from $1680 to $1800
in the amount beneficiaries can earn an-
nually without reduction their benefits, effec-
tIve January 1, 1971.

I propose to eliminate the one-dollar-for-
one-dollar reduction In benefits for income
earned In ex.cess of $2800 a year and replace it
by a one dollar reduction In benefits for every
two dollars earned, which now applies at
earnings levels between $1680 and $2880, also
effective January 1, 1971.
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I propose to increase the contribution and
bene fit base from $7800 to $9000, beginning
in 1972, to strengthen the system, to help
keep future benefits to the individual related
to the growth of his wages, and to meet part
of the cost of the improved program. From
then on, the base will automatically be ad-
justed to reflect wage increases.

I propose a series of additional reforms to
ensure more equitable treatment for widows,
recipients above age 72, veterans, for persons
disabled in childhood and for the dependent
parents of disabled and retired workers.

I emphasize that the suggested changes
are only first steps, and that further recom-
mendations will come from our review proc-
ess.

The Social Security system needs adjust-
ment now so it will better serve people re-
ceiving benefits today, and those corrections
are recommended in this message. The sys-
tem is also in need of long-range reform, to
make it better serve those who contribute
now for benefits in future years, and that
will be the subject of later recommenda-
tions.

THE BENEFITS INcREASE

With the increase of 10%, the average fam-
ily benefit for an aged couple, both receiving
benefits, would rise from $170 to $188 a
month. Further indication of the Impact of
a 10 per cent increase on monthly benefits
can be seen in the following table:

tin dollars]

Present
mini-
mum

New
mini-
mum

Present
maxi-
mum

New
maxi-
mum

Single person ( a man
retiring at age 65
in 1970)

Married couple (hus-
55 00 61.00 165.00 181.50

band retiring at age
65 in 1970) 82. 50 91. 50 247. 50 272. 30

The proposed benefit increases will raise
the income of more than 25 million persons
who will be on the Social Security rolls in
AprIl, 1970. Total budget outlays for the
first full calendar year in which the increase
is effective will be approximately $3 billion.

AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENTS

Benefits will be adjusted automatically to
reflect increases in the cost of living. The
uncertainty of adjustment under present
laws and the delay often encountered when
the needs are already apparent is unneces-
sarily harsh to those who must depend on
Social Security benefits to live.

Benefits that automatically increase with
rising living costs can be funded without in-
creasing Social Security tax rates so long as
the amount of earnings subject to tax reflects
the rising level of wages. Therefore, I pro-
pose that the wage base be automatically
adjusted so that it corresponds to increases
in earnings levels.

These automatic adjustments are inter-
related and should be enacted as a package.
Taken together they will depoliticize, to a
certain extent, the Social Security system and
give a greater stability to what has become
a cornerstone of our society's social insurance
system.

REFORMING THE SYSTEM
I propose a series of reforms in present

Social Security law to achieve new stand-
ards of fairness. These would provide:

1. An increase In benefits to a widow who
begins reáeivlng her benefit at age 65 or
later. The benefit would increase the current
82½ % of her husband's benefit to a full
100%. This increased benefit to widows would
fulfill a pledge I made a year ago. It would
provide an average increase of $17 a month
to almost three million widows.

2. Non-contrIbutory earnings credits of
about $100 a month for military service
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from January, 1957 to December, 1967. Dur-
ing that period, individuals in military serv-
ice were covered under Social Security but
credit was not given for "wages in kind"—
room and board, etc. A law passed in 1967
corrected this for the future, but the men
who served from 1957 (when coverage began
for servicemen) to 1967 should not be over-
looked.

3. Benefits for the aged parents of retired
and disabled workers. Under present law,
benefits are payable Only to the dependent
parents of a worker who has died; we would
extend this to parents of workers who are
disabled or who retire.

4. Child's insurance benefits for life, if a
child becomes permanently disabled before
age 22. Under present law, a person must
have become disabled before age 18 to qual-
if y for these benefits. The proposal would
be consistent with the payment of child's
benefit to age 22 so long as the child is in
school.

5. Benefits in full paid to persons over 72,
regardless of the amount of his earnings in
the year he attains that age. Under present
law, he is bound by often confusing tests
which may limit his exemption.

6. A fairer means of determining benefits
payable on a man's earunigs record. At pres-
ent, men who retire at age 62 must com-
pute their average earnings through three
years of no earnings up to age 65, thus low-
ering the retirement benefit excessively.
Under this proposal, only the years up to
age 62 would be counted, just as is now done
for women, and three higher-earning years
could be substituted for low-earning yeas's.

CHANGES IN THE RETIREMENT TEST
A feature of the present Social Security

law that has drawn much criticism in the
so-called "retirement test," a provision
which limits the amount that a beneficiary
can earn and still receive full benefits. I have
been much concerned about this provision,
particularly about its effect on incentives to
work. The present retirement test actually
penalizes Social Security beneficiaries for
doing additional work or taking a job at
higher pay. This is wrong.

In my view, many older people should be
encouraged to work. Not only are they pro-
vided with added income, but the country
retains the benefit of their Skills and wis-
dom; they, in turn, have the feeling of use-
fulness and participation which employ-
ment can provide.

This Is why I am recommending changes
in the retirement test. Raising the amount
of money a person can earn in a year with-
out affecting his Social Security payments—
from the present $1680 to $1800—is an im-
portant first step. But under the approach
used in the present retirement test, people
who earned more than the exempt amount
of $1680, plus $1200, would continue to have
$1 in Social Security benefits withheld for
every $1 received in earnings. A necessary
second step is to eliminate from present law
the requirement that when earnings reach
$1200 above the exempt amount, Social Se-
curity benefits will be reduced by a full
dollar for every dollar of added earnings
until all his benefits are withheld; in effect,
we impose a tax of more than 100% on these
earnings.

To avoid this, I would eliminate this $1
reduction for each $1 earned and replace It
with the same $1 reduction for each $2
earned above $3000. This change will reduce
a disincentive to increase employment that
arises under the retirement test in its pres-
ent form.

The amount a retired person can earn
and still receive his benefits should also in-
crease automatically with the earnings level.
It is sound policy to keep the exempt amount
related to changes in the general level of
earnings.

These alterations in the retiremenT test
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would result in added benefit payments of
some $300 million in the first full calendar
year. Approximately one million people would
receive this money—some who are now re-
ceiving no benefits at all and some who now
receive benefits but who would get more
under this new arrangement. These sugges-
tions are not bysny means the solution of
all the problems of the retirement test, how-
ever, and I am asking the Advisory Council
on Social Security to give particular atten-
tion to this matter.

coNTRIBUTIoN AND BENEFIT BASE

The contribution and benefit base—the an-
nual earnings on which Social Security con-
tributions are paid and that can be counted
toward Social Security benefits—has been in-
creased several times since the Social Security
program began. The further increase I am
recommending—from its present level of
$7800 to $9000 beginning January 1, 1972—
will produce approximately the same rela-
tionship between the base and general earn-
ings levels as that of the early 1950s. This is
Important since the goal of Social Security
is the replacement, in part, of lost earnings;
If the base on which contributions and bene-
fits are figured does not rise with earnings
Increases, then the benefits deteriorate. The
future benefit increases that will result from
the higher base I am recommending today
would help to prevent Such deterioration.
These increases would, of course, be in addi-
tion to those which result from the 10%
across-the-board increase in benefits that is
intended to bring them into line with the
cost of living.

FINANcING

I recommend an acceleration of the tax
rate scheduled for hospital ineurance to bring
the hospital insurance trust fund into
actuarial balance. I also propose to decelerate
the rate schedule of the old-age, survivors
and disability insurance trust funds in cur-
rent law. These funds taken together have a
long-range surplus of Income over outgo,
which will meet much of the cost. The com-
bined rate, known as the "social security con-
tribution," already scheduled by statute, will
be decreased from 1971 through 1976. Thus,
in 1971 the currently scheduled rate of 5.2%
to be paid by employees would become 5.1%,
and in 1973 the currently scheduled rate of
5.65% would become 5.5%, The actuarial In-
tegrity of the two funds will be maintained,
and the ultimate tax rates will not be changed
in the rate schedules which will be proposed.

The voluntary supplementary medical in-
surance (5541) of fitle XVIII of the Social
Security Act, often referred to as part B
Medicare coverage, is not adequately financed
with the current $4 premium. Our prelim-
inary studies indicate that there will have to
be a substantial increase in the premium.
The Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare will set the premium rate in Decem-
ber for the fiscal year beginning July 1970,
as he is required to do by statute.

To meet the rising costs of health care in
the United States, this Administration will
soon forward a Health Coat Control proposal
to the Congress. Other administrative meas-
ures are already being taken to hold down
spiraling medical expenses.

In the coming months, this Administration
will give careful study to way in which we
can further improve the Social Security pro-
gram. The program is an established and
important American Institution, a founda-
tion on which millions are able to build a
more comfortable life than would otherwise
be possible—after their retirement or in the
event of disability or death of the family
earner.

The recommendations I propose today,
move the cause of Social Security forward
on a broad front.

We win bring benefit payments up to date.
We will make sure that benefit payments

stay up to date, automatically tied to the
cost of living.
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We will begin making basic reforms in the
system to remove inequities and bring a
new standard of fairness in the treatment
of all Americans in the System.

And we will lay the groundwork for further
study and improvement of a system that has
served the country well and must serve f u-
ture generations more fairly and more re-
sponsively.

RICHARD NIxoN.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 25, 1969.

Mr. BROOtC. Mi'. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President—
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr.

President, will the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts yield, with the understand-
ing that he will not lose the floor.

Mr. BROOKE. I yield.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-

ident, I ask unanimous consent that all
time on the amendment be limited to
40 minutes, to be equally divided be-
tween the manager of the perfecting
amendment (Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware)
and the manager of the bill (Mr. Lono).

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr; President, re-
serving the right to object, my colleague
and I are scheduled to attend a very vital
conference, from which we cannot be
back quite that soon.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER) has to catch
a plane.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—

Mr. HOLLAND. I am ready to vote
right now.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest that the Senator go
ahead with his speech while we try to
work this out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Masachusetts may proceed.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I wish to
add my strong endorsement of the
amendment introduced by the distin-
guished chairman of the committee (Mr.
LoNG) Øroviding an increase in social se-
curity benefits.

The plight of the elderly has long been
apparent to all of us. Many of our older
people, who have worked all their lives,
find that upon retirement their social se-
curity benefits are insufficient to main-
tain even a minimum standard of living.
I have had heartrending letters, and I
know most of my colleagues have also,
from elderly people who have found upon
retirement that they must give up their
homes, live In dreary and unheated
apartments, reduce both the quality and
quantity of theft meals, forego medical
attention, and deny themselves the sim-
ple pleasures to which their retirement
should entitle them. Yet these people
have helped to build America, and to
make it great. Surely we can and should
do a far better job of enabling them to
enjoy the rest and relaxation which they
have earned In their retirement years.

Several Important steps have been
taken in. recent days to make this goal a
reality. Yesterday, this body adopted an
excellent amendment introduced by my
colleague, Senator Muarny providing
that medical and drug expenses incurred
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shall be fully deductible for income tax
purposes. At the same time, it allowed
persons under 65 to deduct in full such
payments on behalf of dcpendent par-
ents aged 65 and over. Since medical ex-
pences are often among the highest costs
incurred by our older citizens, this
amendment will be helpful indeed.

In another development yesterday, I
am pleased to report that a number of
Senate amendments to the Housing Act
of 1969 were tentatively approved by the
conference committee. Included were
several amendments which I had spon-
sored providing for minimum payments
by very-low-income persons living in
public housing projects. If this bill be-
comes law, no person in this category
will be required to pay thore than 25
percent of his income for housing. As-
sistance payments provided by the Fed-
eral Government will make up the differ-
ence. The significance of these provisions
should be clear when it is realized that
of the 215,000 families who are presently
paying more than 25 percent of their
monthly income for public housing, 55
percent of them are over 65 years of age.
And finally in this regard, it should be
noted that the conference committee also
tentatively agreed to the Senate recom-
mendation of $80 million in direct loans
for housing for the elderly and the
handicapped.

All of these steps, coupled with the
recommendations of the chairman of the
Finance Committee that social security
benefits be increased 15 percent, effec-
tive January 1, should provide some much
needed relief to our older citizens. In my
State, alone, it will mean roughly $120
million in additional income for three-
quarters of a million people.

This is still not enough, by any means.
I, for one, woud like to see amendments
adopted which would increase social se-
curity benefits to 20 percent, remove the
earnings limitation and provide for a
cost-of-living increase. But these meas-
ures will surely be considered in the next
session of Congress, where through hear-
ings and committee recommendations
the most equitable solution may be found
for all concerned. In the meantime the
first measure of relief is at hand. I
wholeheartedly support the pending
Long amendment and strongly urge its
adoption.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the bene-
ficiaries of social security are entitled to
this. They are entitled to a raise, and
they are entitled to assurance that if
the cost of living increases, they will not
have to wait for a measure to pass both
the House of Representatives and the
Senate, be agreed to in conference, and
be signed by. the President. So many
times a meritorious measure pots tied up
with controversial legislation. One of the
very commendable things about the Wil-
liams substitute is that it would write
into the law the principle of automatic
raises due to increases in the cost of
living.

Here is something else, Mr. President:
Inflation will not go away just by our
deploring it. Perhaps there are many
causes of inflation, but financial irre-
sponsibility is one of them. Congress has
never heretofore, to my knowledge, in-
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creased social security benefits without
at the same time Increasing the taxes.
We should do that now.

We talk about the fact that there is
a lot of money in the trust fund. By and
large, over a period of years, the trust
fund has contained about enough money
to pay the benefits for 1 year. Sometimes
the trust fund will get over that amount,
and then again it will dip down. The rea-
son for that is that we cannot change the
tax too often; it makes it confusing for
taxpayers. And we cannot always antici-
pate the outflow; it depends upon the
economic well-being of the country.

If we vote for the proposal of the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Finance, we will be going on record as
voting for a social security increase
without providing the revenue. We will
be going on record, in my opinion, as
voting for a paper benefit for the old
people and other beneficiaries of social
security. We will be voting for a provi-
sion that accepts the idea that in spite
of our debts and our deficits, we can vote
money out of the Treasury without put-
ting some back in.

Mr. President, that is not the way to
serve the elderly. It is not the way to
serve the widows and the orphans who
will be the beneficiaries under this meas-
ure. The administration proposal, in the
long run, will provide more real benefit
than the Long amendment, for two basic
reasons: One is that it writes into the law
automatic increases when the coU of
living goes up. Second, it adheres to the
principle of no increase in benefits with-
out a corresponding increase in revenue.
That is important at all times, but par-
ticularly in times of inflation.

Our votes should be cast for the Wil-
liams substitute, not alone because it is
an administration afeasure, not alone be-
cause it provides for the financing. Our
votes should be cast for the Williams

• substitute because It is better, and will
provide benefits with more purchasing
power for the recipients, in the long
run, than will a departure from the long-
established principle that you cannot
vote benefits out of the thin air with-
out increasing taxes, and thereby help
anyone. It will just delude them. It may
help people a little while, but before long,
its effect will be felt in our economy.

Mr. President, the way to serve the
beneficiaries of social security is to ad-
here to the principle that when bene-
fits are increased, taxes must be in-
creased. It is also important that
we save the beneficiaries from the agony
of waiting for an increase when it is
necessary because of inflation. They
would receive It automatically.

Mr. President, I urge a favorable vote
on the Williams substitute. I yield the
floor.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of the pending
amendment. Inflation in the cost of liv-
ing is best measured by the amount of
increase in the consumer—retail—price
index. During 1968 this price index rose
from 118.6 to 123.7.

This, of course, means that the pur-
chasing power of the dollar has gone
down. Based upon a 1939 dollar worth
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100 cents, the dollar had fallen to 46.6
cents by December 1960. By December
1968, it was down to 39 cents. Prelimi-
nary estimates show that cost of living
inflation for 1968 amounted to over $37
billion; and erosion in the value of bank
deposits, savings, pension and life insur-
ance reserves, and Federal and corpo-
rate bonds amounted to another $38 bil-
lion. In short, inflation for 1968 took
away more purchasing power from the
people than the individual income tax
collected during 1968.

Congress has not been entirely un-
mindful of the impact of inflation on so-
cial security pensions and has periodical-
ly increased them. But, there has usually
been a timelag of several years during
which the pensioners have suffered
from a drop in their purchasing power.
Since the last increases were effective
under both the Social Security Act and
the Railroad Retirement Act in Febru-
ary 1968, the consumer price index rose
4 percent through December 1968.
Prompt help should be available to pen-
sioners under these acts when they are
hit by the loss in purchasing power of
the dollar. They should not have to wait
1, 2, or 5 years for such relief through
general amendments to the Social Secu-
rity and Railroad Retirement Acts. This
is especially so when such increases often
fail to compensate fully for changes in
living costs.

Our older people on social security
have had $3 billion in purchasing power
taken away by inflation from their pen-
sions alone since 1965. Even with the 7-
percent increase in social security pen-
sions in 1965 and the 13-percent increase
of last February, most social security
pensions today are worth less than they
were in 1958.

I direct your attention to a table
which shows increases in social secu-
rity pensions legislated by Congress in
order to enable pensioners to maintain
their purchasing power in view of decline
in value of the dollar.

The example is a worker having a
$3,000 annual income base, single at re-
tirement and fully covered. The 1940
year figure is for a worker retired under
the 1935 act. Other figures are for a
worker retired under successive act for
years indicated:

PurcfIasiog
power of

dollor com-

Year
Aooual

peosioo

pared to 1939
dollar worth

100 ceoto
(in cents)

Real oaiee
of peosion

1940 $499. 20 99.2 $495.20
1950 870.00 57. 8 502. 86
1952 930.00 52.3 486.39
1954
1958
1965
1966
1967
1968

1,062.00
1,140.00
1,220.00
1,220.00
1,220.00
1,367.00

51.7
48.1
44.0
42.7
41.6
39.9

549. 05
548.34
537. 00
510.94
507.52
MS. 43

Mr. President, there is ample prece-
dent for doing what the pending amend-
ment would do for the pensioners. In
the Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962,
Congress did something about the situa-
tion insofar as retired civil service em-
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ployees are concerned. As now contained
in title 5 of the United States Code, sec-
tion 8340, there is provision for an auto-
matic increase in civil service retirement
annuities when there has been an in-
crease o(3 percent in the Consumer Price
Index for 3 consecutive months over the
price index for the base month. Because
of this provision, civil service retirees will
receive a 3.9-percent annuity increase
effective March 1. The annuity increase
was triggered by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics data released on January 28
showing that living costs had risen 3.9
percent since the last Federal retiree hike
in May of 1968. Furthermore, under title
10 of the United States Code, section
l4Ola, military retirees receive auto-
matic adjustments in their retired pay
based upon increases in the cost of living.
This provision is very similar to the civil
service provision, and under it military
retirees have been guaranteed a 4-per-
cent increase, to be reflected in their
March 1 checks.

There is much to be said for the fair-
ness of such a change in the law. After
all, if a majority of the Members of Con-
gress persist in deficit spending, why
should not the Congress provide for an
automatic offset against the hardship the
resulting inflation brings on?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I feel that
the proposal to raise the social security
benefits to 15 percent, as opposed to the
administration's proposal of 10 percent,
would be an undue encouragement of in-
flation in a time when we are taking ex-
treme pains in Congress to slow down
the dangerous rate of inflation. The ad-
ministration feels that a 10-percent in-
crease in benefits is necessary to bring
those individuals on social security up
with recent cost-of-living increases. But
it does not appear financially sound at
this time for Congress to try to do much
more than keep the benefits in line with
cost-of-living increases.

it Is in the best interests of the elderly
and retired, who largely live on fixed in-
comes, that Congress and the adminis-
tration bring inflation under control as
soon as possible. For this purpose we have
cut back expenditures for the coming
year on such Items as very needed flood
control and reservoir projects, military
installations, and general Federal con-
struction. I do not feel that Congress
should legislate Increases In the current
levels of Federal payouts that are not
absolutely essential. The extra 5 percent
of this proposal Is nonessential.

I therefore support a 10-percent in-
crease in social security benefits but will
oppose the 15-percent proposal.

Mr. MANSFIELD. 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. MANSFIELD. 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. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agree iig to the amendment of
the Senator from Delaware in the nature
of a substitute. On this question the yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (when his
name was called). On this vote I have
a pair with the senior Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN). If he were pres-
ent and voting, he would vote "nay." If
I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
"yea." I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the

Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
sON), the Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SPARKMAN), and the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) are neces-
sarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. CooK), the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
and the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. THuRM0ND) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
WATER) is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER) and the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Coox)
would each vote "yea."

The result was announced—yeas 34,
nays 56, as follows:

[No. 175 Leg.J
YEAS—34
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
COTTON), I send to the desk an amend-
ment and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The bill clerk proceeded to read the
amendment.

I\&r, PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would like to know what the amendment
provides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The table appearing on pages two through

three of amendment No. 367 is amended by
striking out all the figures contained in
columns I through V, down to and including
the line which contains the following figures:
"19.25 20.00 61.10 84 85 70.30 105.50",
and inserting In lieu of the matter stricken
the following:
"...... 20.00 61.10 -- 85 70.30 105.50".

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAXBE
in the chair). The Senate will be in
order. The Senator from Vermont has
the floor.

Mr. PROU'I'Y. Mr. President, I ask for
-the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, on

Wednesday, I had ordered printed an
amendment to the tax reform bill, which
would have provided an emergency so-
cial security benefit increase of 10 per-
cent across the board while boosting the
minimum benefit level from $55 to $90.
This amendment would have provided in-
creases beginning January 1 and ending
June 13, 1970. My rationale for the 6-
month life of the Increase was simple.
I wanted Congress to have time. to re-
view and study the need for a compre-
hensive revision of our social security
system.

As I was ordering my amendment
printed, the chairman of the House Ways
and Means Cominitte announced that his
committee had ordered reported a bill
to provide an across-the-board - benefit
Increase of 15 percent.

Mr. President, I commend the chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee
for his action. Likewise I commend the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG) for
offering his amendment. However, I be-
lieve that neither the bill reported to
the other body nor the Long amendment
goes far enough. I would consider each
only a stopgap measure seeking to re-
pair the ravages of inflation on social se-
curity benefits,

As such, they are responsive to a com-
pelling need. But an across-the-boarct
Increase ignores a greater need at the
bottom of the social security benefit cale.

Mr. President, the amendment that
I and the Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. COTTON) offer to the amendmeht
of the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
LONG) is simple. One might call it
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the six-dollar-and-thirty-cents amend-
ment. For that is the additional in-
crease over and above that provided
by the amendment of the Senator from
Louisiana which my amendment would
provide to social security recipients now
receiving the meager minimum benefit.

Mr. President, the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Louisiana,
embodies the provisions similar to the
social security bill reported Wednesday
to the other body. It applies benefit
boosts of 15 percent at each benefit level.
I agree that for now this increase of 15
percent is right for every benefit level
but those at the lowest end of the scale.

Currently, the minimum benefit is
$55. A 15 percent increase, rounded off,
would boost this figure to $64. My
amendment to the Long amendment
would raise the-minimum to $70.30. The
difference is $6.30.

Six dollars and thirty cents a month:
To most Americans in these affluent
times, that seems a trifling amount. But
we are not discussing those caught up
in affluence, we are considering those
Americans bypassed by current riches.

Six dollars and thirty cents a month
to those older Americans now eking out
an existence on the minimum benefit of
$55 is, indeed, a large sum.

Six dollars and thirty cents a month:
How long will it take for this small sum
to vanish in the inflationary spiral?

A review of recent history does not
portend well for this sum. In December
1967 when Congress enacted the 13-per-
cent benefit Increase, the Consumer
Price Index was 118.2. By October of
this year, the Consumer Price Index had
risen to 129.2. In other words threequar-
ters of the last benefit increase has al-
ready been eroded by Inflation. While
this erosion of benefits Is shocking in
itself, it is even more tragic when we
recall that the 1967 benefit Increase was
in Itself insufficient replacement of buy—
ing power.

Inflation, the cruelest tax of all, bat-
ters the income of all Americans and
erodes the benefits of all social security
recipients. It is, however, my contention-
that the cruelty of Inflation Is propor-
tionately greater at the lowest levels of
fixed income.

Mr. President, I ask Senators te con-
sider these cruel facts.

At present, at least 1.1 mIllion social
security beneficiaries are forced to be
on the welfare rells In order to meet
their basic needs.

At present, some 6 million recipients
continue to be classified In the category
of abject poverty.

Mr. President, I believe that it Is In-
tolerable that such a situation exists In
our country. The contrast between the
"haves" and the "have-nots" Is becoming
more and more vivid.

The Senate has not sat idly by while
this contrast became more vivid.

In December 1967, our Nation acted
to alleviate to some extent the hardship
facing older Americans. At that time, the
Senate passed a major social security
bill which would have provided a mini-
mum benefit of at least $70 a month.

Mr. President, I remember well the
evening that the Senate passed that bill.

Allott
Baker
Bellmon
Bennett
Boggs
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Fannin
Fong

Goodell Pearson
Griffin Percy.
Gurney - Saxbe
Hansen Scott
Hruska Smith, Maine
Javits Smith, Ill.
Jordan, Idaho Stevens
Mathias Tower
McClellan Williams. Del.
Miller Young, N. Dak.
Murphy
Packwood

NAYS—58
Aiken Hart
Allen Hartke
Bayh HoUand
Bible Hollings
Brooke Hughes
Burdick Inouye
Byrd, Va. Jackson
Cannon Jordan, NC.
Case Kennedy
Church Long
Dodd Magnuson
Eagleton Mansfield..
Eastland McCarthy
Ellender McGee
Ervin McGovern
Fuibright McIntyre
Gore Metcalf
Gravel Mondale
Harris Montoya

PRESENT AND GIVING A
AS PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—i

Byrd of West Virginia, for.
NOT VOTILNO—9

Anderson Goldwater Sparkman
Cook Hatfield Symington
Cranston Mundt Thurmond

So the amendment of Mr. WILLIAMS
of Delaware In the nature of a substitute
was rejected.

The PRESIDING OCER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont Is recognized.

Mr. PROUTY; Mr.. President, may we
have order?

Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Pastors
Pell
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Russell
Schweiker
Spong
Stennis
Talmadge
Tydings
Williams, N.J.
Yarborough
Young, Ohio

LIVE PAIR,
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It gave me momentary satisfaction, be-
cause year after year, from 1961 on, I
proposed bill after bill and. amendment
after amendment to provide a $70 mini-
mum monthly benefit.

I regret that our efforts and intent did
not prevail in conference with the other
body.

I point to the precedent set by the
Senate in approving a $70 minimum
benefit. I have spoken of the plight of
our older Americans. I realize that prece-
dent and plight must be accompanied by
an appraisal of the cost of this amend-
ment to the taxpayer.

Before I give the cost figures, I want
to point out that, at the present time,
the social security system is heavily over-
financed. In his most recent estimates,
Mr. Myers, the Chief Actuary of the So-
cial Security Administration, projects an
actuarial surplus of 1.16 peroent of pay-
roll. What does this mean?

First, it means that there is a reserve
of more than $38 billion in the social
security trust fund account at this very
minute. Under the present benefit struc-
ture, that surplus will reach almost $80
billion by the end of 1974.

Mr. President, when we project the
surpluses into the year 2025, we find that
the reserve in the OASI trust fund will be
$953.1 billion. Quite frankly, I for one,
cannot justify such a large surplus.

I ask unanimous consent that an ex-
planation I had prepared showing income
Into the social security trust fund, outgo
from the social security trust fund,, and
the ever-increasing surplus in the fund
be printed in the RECORD Immediately
following my remarks.

The PESING OFFICER (Mr.
SCEWEIKER in the chair). Without objec-
tion, It is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, the

amendment offered by my good friend
from Louisiana (Mr. LONG) would have
a level 'cost of 1.24 percent of payroll. My
amendment to his amendment would In-
crease the cost to 1.30 percent of pay-
roll. In dollar terms, my amendment
would bring the cost of the Long amend-
ment to $4.5 billion for calendar year
1970. Without my amendment, the cost
would be $4.2 billion over the same pe-
riod. In other words, for less than $300
million the Senate can follow the prece-
dent that was set in the last Congress In
providing a minimum social security pay-
ment 'of $70.30 a month'.

Mr. President, at the outset, I said
that my amendment to the Long amend-
ment Is a simple one. But this Is not
to say that the problems of our elderly
are to be simply solved. The entire social
security system needs careful review and
study aimed at comprehensive reforms.
I am sure that the distinguished chair-
man of the Finance Committee agrees
that such review will be necessary In the
near future.

But for now, I urge Senators to accept
the amendment that the Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON) and I
offer.

It will provide an extra measure of re-
lief to those who In their old age share
so little In our affluence;

It provides an additional $6.30 a month,
or $75.60 a year, to 3'/2 million older
Americans.

It is too little for the recipients, but
surely it is not too much to ask of the
Senate.

EXHIBIT 1
EXPLANATION OF PROUTY-COTTON AMENDMENT

TO THE LONG SOCIAL SECURITY INCREASE
PROPOSAL

The Prouty-Cotton amendment to the
Long Social Security benefit increase amend-
ment would h'ave the following effect:

Increase the minimum monthly benefit
under the Long Amendment from $64.00 to
$70.30. (Under present law the monthly
minimum Is $55.)

All other features of the Long Amend-
ment are retained.

3'/2 million older Americans are affected
by Increasing the minimum monthly bene-
uit'to $70.

REASONS FOR THE AMENDMENT

1. Inflation has continued to erode the
buying power of those receiving social secu-
rity benefits.

2. CongreSs enacted a 13 per cent social
security benefit increase in December 1967.
However, the consumer price index has
Increased from 118.2 at that time to 129.2
In October, 1969, indiotning that over, three
quarters of the last increase has already
been eroded by inflation.

3. People age 85 or over make up 18.1%
of the poor. Nearly 8 million can be classified
as living in poverty.

4. There are presently at least 1.2 million
Social Security beneficiaries who are forced
to be on welfare In order to meet their basic
needs.

5. There is an actuarial surplus In the Social
Security Trust Fund of 1.16% of payroU.

6. In dollar terms the following chart
demonstrates the short-range prospects for
the Social Security Trust Fund:

tin billionsi

Income Outgo Gain Surplus

Fiscal year:
1969 $32.0
1970 535.2 528. 5 56.7 38.7
1971 ' 38.6 29.6 9.0 47.6
1972 43.1 30.8 12:3 59.9
1913 41. 1 32.0 15. 1 75. 3

7. The long range anticipated buildup of
reserves or surplus in the Social SecurIty
Trust Fund is even more startling. Under
the present law In the year 2025 there will be
a surplus of $953.1 billion dollars in the
Trust Fund. The following table clearly 11-
lustrates the buildup of tremendous sur-
pluses:

[OASI reseroe in billions o/ dollars]
Year:

1980 $119.6
1985 168.0
1990 215.3
1995 268.0
2000 338.4
2025 953.1

8. Cost Comparison:

Long amendment
Prouty-Cotton

amendment Difference

1.24 perCent payroll. - - 1.30 percent +0.06 payroll.
payroll.

$4,200,000,000 4,500,000,000 - - - +5300,000,000.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield?

Mr. PROUTY. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. I commend the Senator

ifrom Vermont. While I continue my
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criticism against the idea of a social
security increase without a corresponding
increase in taxes, I do want to say that
the points raised by the distinguished
Senator from Vermont are well taken.
There are many reasons for that. The
cost of social security is borne by the
economy generally. The employers' tax
is added to the c'ost of the goods we buy.
If that were not so, employers would
have been out of business long ago. A
considerable amount of the employees'
tax is, likewise, passed on because of the
demand for more wages, which they get,
and which in turn increase the cost of
the production of goods and other items
which people buy. So the social security
costs are carried by the economy gener-
ally.

If we are to tax the American people
to provide benefits for a certain segment,
who has the' best claim on those bene-
fits? The people least able to provide for
themselves.

The most generous benefits should go
to the people receiving the least. Why
are their benefits low? Because the
benefits are based upon average wage
rates. We are dealing with a group of
people who struggle along and work and
earn, but do not earn very much. They
have little opportunity to lay by for their
old age.

Social security schedules are so ar-
ranged that the individual who has had
the best opportunity to provide for his
old age gets the greatest amount, even
though it Is paid for by the taxpayers;
while those who have the least oppor-
tunity 'to provide for their old age get
the least benefits, even though they are
provided for by the taxpayers.

Our social security benefit schedules
should be revised In favor of those who
draw the least amounts.

I, therefore, commend the destin-
guished Senator from Vermont in doing
so, although I do not waive my previous
criticism of th'e proposal before us, which
would increase benefits without a cor-
responding increase In taxes, because
the projected surpluses in funds are
based upon the fact that Congress will
never again change the law—and that
will never happen. But I commend the
Senator and expect to vote for his
amendment.

Mr. PROUTY. I am grateful to the
Senator from Nebraska. I appreciate the
objectivity with which he is approaching
this matter.

I should point out that President
Nixon, In his old-age assistance recom-
mendations, suggested $90 a month as a
minimum under old-age assistance.

I feel a little guilty, and I feel certain
that the distinguishe,d Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. COTTON), a cosponsor of
the amendment, also feels a little guilty,
to have to hold this figure down to $70.
However, we do not want to propose such
a great benefit that the already high
social security tax would have to be in-
creased.

It was in 1967 that I was able to offer
an amendment to the 1966 Tax Adjust-
ment Act which provided needed benefits
to more than 1 million elderly persons
who did not qualify for social security.
As It passed the Senate, It was $40 a
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month. After it went to conference, it
came back at $35 a month. Now, under
the proposal of the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana, it will be $43 a month.

Even though that seems like such a
small amount, I received thousands of
letters from elderly persons all over the
country expressing deep appreciation for
the $40 a month.

How they can be grateful for so little
Is beyond me, but they are. It is money
they desperately need.

Many household pets receive better
food and shelter than many of the elderly
people of this country.

- I think it was Arnold Toynbee who
once said, "History will judge a society
or civilization by the concern it expresses
for its elderly citizens." I think that is
true, and I often wonder how our society
will measure up on this score.

We have not done enough for older
Americans, but I think as a practical
matter the $70 minimum monthly benefit
is as far as we can go at the present time.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROUTY. I yield.
Mr. COOPER. I have just heard the

distinguished Senator from Nebraska
speak on the Senator's amendment,
which he covered well. I want to asso-
ciate myself with what he said and also
with what the Senator from Vermont,
Senator PROUTY, has been saying. I re-
member very well when the Senator from
Vermont initiated his program to help
those with the lowest income, those
who are really poor. I commend the
Senator from Vermont and I will sup-
port his amendment.

Mr. PROtITY. I thank the Senator.
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. PROtJTY. I yield.
Mr. ALLOT]2. I appreciate the Sena-

tor's yielding to me. I am going to sup-
port his amendment.

I asked the Senator to yield because
I think the people of America, particu-
larly the older people, should realize how
dedicated he has been, not just In the
last few minutes or just in the last year,
but for many years, In behalf of the
elderly people of this country in trying
to provide an adequate social security
Income for them. -

He is entirely right when he says that
probably most of the pets in this country
are fed on better diets and live in better
circumstances than do our older peopid.
When we stop to realize that, I think It
Is a condemnation of our society that we
have provided better for our pets than
we have provided for elderly people.

I want to applaud the Senator and say
that not only do a great many elderly
people in this country, but also here in
the Senate we appreciate his efforts in
this very vital area.
Mr. PROUTY. I am grateful to the

Senator from Colorado. I certainly know
he has been most helpful and as con-
cerned as I with the problems f our
elderly people.

For the benefit of Senators, I may say
that I have had placed on the desk of
each Senator a statement showing the
buildup in the social security fund from
a surplus of $32 billion at the end of

fiscal 1969 to $953.1 billion in the year
2025.

If anyone studies those figures, he will

understand that the fund is amply fi-
nanced at the present time. Moreover,
the tax rates and taxable base will In-
crease under existing law. This fact
alone will create even a larger surplus.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding that the House Ways and
Means Committee, where this amend-
ment is being considered along with
many other measures, has been conduct-
ing very lengthy hearings and has con-
cluded that measures of this sort should
await consideration in the context of a
more detailed bill which might involve
an increase in social security taxes.

If this amendment is added to the bill,
additional tax revenues will be needed if
the social security trust fund is to be ac-
tuarily sound.

Mr. President, the House of Repre-
sentatives, ably represented in confer-
ence by the senior members of the Ways
and Means Committee, has consistently
refused to accept any Senate increase in
social security benefits requiring in-
creased taxes, unless the Senate bill also
provided for the necessary financing. In
the past, it has been futile for the Senate
to vote for any il?creased benefits if we
did not provide for the revenues needed
to pay for those benefits.

I am sure the Senator from Vermont
feels that his amendment is meritorious,
but there are also good arguments for
other amendments to increase social se-
curity benefits in other ways.

To illustrate thab increasing the mini-
mum benefit substantially is a compli-
cated problem, I would point out that in-
creases in minimum benefits apply to
many people who have worked in em-
ployment covered under the social se-
curity program for only brief periods of
time and who receive annuities from
other retirement programs. If we look
into the matter more closely, we might
well find persons who have more need for
benefit increases of a different sort than
an increase in the minimum as is pro-
posed here.

I bring this up to demonstrate that
this is the sort of problem that really
should be studied by the Senate Finance
Committee, so that the merits of the
Senator's proposal may be weighed
against other suggestions which could
be made for the most appropriate bene-
fit structure under social security.

For example, the President of the.
United States has suggested that the
earnings limitation should be raised so
that people could earn somewhat more
money without getting their social secu-
rity benefits reduced. Many other
amendments could be suggested as addi-
tions to the bill.

If the Senate wants to vote the amend-
ment of the Senator from Vermont into
the bill, it ought to be aware of the
fact that, desirable though it may be to
provide a higher minimum benefit, no
tax Is being provided to pay for this
benefit, and the social security program
will not be in long-range fiscal balance.
It will be actuarially out of balance in
the event the amendment of the Senator
from Vermont Is approved. For this rea-
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son, I believe the House conferees will
insist, as they have done repeatedly In
prior conferences, that they will not
accept provisions for additional benefits
that do not also provide the financing
needed to pay for them.

The philosophy of the House proposal,
as provided in the Long amendment, Is
that a 15-percent social security increase
should be voted now and that other
measures, such as that suggested by the
Senator from Vermont, should await
further consideration and should be
part of a bigger bill that would come
before us next year.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Is It not true that

the 15-percent increase under the
amendment to be offered would be
actuarilly sound?

Mr. LONG. Yes, and I might point out
that 25 members out of the 25 members
of the Ways and Means Committee, I am
told, voted to support that position. The
actuaries in the Social Security Adminis-
tration agree that the 15-percent benefit
increase is actuarially sound. It was on
that basis that the House Ways and
Means Committee voted the measure out.

Mr. RANDOLpH. That action, If ap-
proved In the House and here today,
hopefully, under the leadership of the
chairman, would be effective as of Jan-
uary 1970. Is that correct?

Mr. LONG. That is right.
Mr. RANDOLPH. This action would go

beyond the 10-percent increase recom-
mended by President Nixon, which would
not be effective until April. Is that
correct?

Mr. LONG. Yes, that is correct. The
President's 10-percent benefit increase
would be effective as of March 1970,
meaning that the first check with the
higher benefit would be mailed out early
in April. Thus if a person today is
drawing $100 In monthly social security
benefits, he would then receive a check
for $110 early jn April.

What is being proposed by the Senator
from Louisiana is the Ways and Means
bill, which would provide a 15-percent
benefit increase, effective January 1970.
Since it would take some time for the
Social Security Administration to actu-
ally put the increase into effect, they
tell us that the first check reflecting the
increase in my amendment would be
sent out early in April. That would mean
that the April check would be for $145,
including $30 In retroactive benefits,
rather than the $110 under the Presi-
dent's proposal.

Mr. RANDOLPH. And, as I understand
it, the present minimum would be raised
from $55 to $64?

Mr. LONG. Yes.
Mr. RANDOLPH. I thank my able

chairman. I am privileged to join him
as a cosponsor, and I believe the Senate
will act affirmatively in providing a
necessary Increase.

We should, I repeat, enact into law
additional relief for our elderly citizens
living on fixed incomes.

Our efforts to insure this substantial
increase In social security payments is
fair and equitable—ann we owe it to
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those aged persons who are the most
adversely affected by the rising cost of
living. There has been a 12-percent in-
crease in the cost of living since the last
adjustment in social security benefits
which was In February 1968. The in-
crease proposed today will not mean a
significant rise in the standard of liv-
ing of those on social security. It will,
however, restore the standard of living
effected in 1968.

Our Special Committee on Aging, on
which I am privileged to serve, is con-
ducting a continuing study of problems of
the aged. Our results clearly reveal that
this Nation is faced with a crisis situation
in coping with the problems of elderly
citizens. Certainly the social security sys-
tem is a fast and effective way to deliver
income assurance to them. But the means
must become the commitment to pro-
vide timely and adequate social secu-
rity payments.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate will work its will with regard to this
amendment. However, if the proposal of
the Senator from Vermont is made a part
of my amendment, I believe the Senate
should be well aware of the fact that it
may very well be an exercise in futility,
because the House conferees are likely to
take the same view they have in years
past about providing a benefit without
providing the necessary tax to pay for
it. In years gone by, the House conferees
have been firm almost to the point of
being rude in telling us that if there was
no tax to pay for such a benefit they
were not even going to consider it.

The House Committee on Ways and
Means has already voted out unanimously
this proposal for a 15-percent across-the-
board increase, which I hope they will be
willing to accept as an addition to this
income tax bill.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. PROUTY. I should like to point

out that the only difference in cost be-
tween the Senator's amendment and my
perfecting amendment to his amendment
is $300 million.

Mr. LONG. That is the first year cost.
The cost goes up after that.

Mr. PROUTY. I might say to the Sen-

ator from West Virginia (Mr. RAN-
DOLPH) that my proposal raises the min-
imum monthly social security benefit to
$70. Under the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Louisiana the minimum
monthly benefit would be $64.

Mr. LONG. Yes. But when yod add the
amendment that the Senator is offering
to the amendment that I have pending
here, and I am sure that the Senator is
well aware of this fact, the proposal will
increase the cost by perhaps a half bil-
lion dollars a year, and that this will pre-
sent us with a deficit. I am sure the
Senator is aware of the attitude that the
House Ways and Means Committee has
taken in such matters. They simply will
not consider a Senate amendment that
puts us in a deficit position, without ade-
quate tax revenues.

Mr. PROUTY. Well, in any event, if
we go to conference with this proposal
and they turn it down, there is nothing
we can do about it. Nevertheless we will
have shown our deep interest in the el-
derly people who are faced with grave
economic problems. I am ashamed that
the amount is only $70. I offered one
amendment to provide $90. That is what
I prefer, and what the President rec-
ommends as a minimum for old-age as-
sistance for welfare recipients.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I believe I
have made my position clear. I am pre-
pared to respect the judgment of the
Senate. I do feel that I should advise
the Senate about the actuarial problem
involved here, and what our experience
has been when we have gone to the
House of Representatives with an in-
increase in benefits which we did not
have sufficient taxes to pay for. We have
had relatively little suocess in making
them even seriously consider that type
of increase, if we did not have the
financing to pay for it.

I have high hopes, however, that we
will be able to make the House conferees
recognize their own handiwork, and
agree to what the Committee on Ways
and Means has unanimously recom-
mended to the House of Representatives,
and which I believe will pass the House
by an overwhelming majority when, it
comes to a vote over there.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I am
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ready to vote. Let me say simply that I
was amazed that the House Ways and
Means Committee recommended even
a 15-percent increase. I believe they re-
alize the seriousness of the plight of many
of our elderly citizens.

With that in mind, I do not believe the
Members of that committee, or the Mem-
bers of the other body, or the Members
of the Senate, are going to say that $70
is too much to provide for people 65 years
of age and older.

We have taken pretty good care of the
oil industry and other enterprises, right
down the line. Now we are talking about
the elderly people who need our help, and
we are going to do what we can to see
that they get it.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, on this bill
we have taken care of the oil industry
with a $555 million tax increase, on top
of the increase in the capital gains tax
and other increases. So they have been
taken care of with a very big tax increase
on this bill.

I fear we will have difficulty with the
Senator's proposal for the reasons that I
have undertaken to express; namely,
that the House of Representatives is go-
ing to say that the financing is not there
to provide for it. But I will do the best I
can, if the Senate insists on adding this
proposal to the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am
ready to vote also, but I yield first to the
distinguished Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. BYRD).

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank the able majority leader.
I send to the desk a perfecting amend-
ment to the Long amendment, and I ask
that it be stated for the information of
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state ' the Senator's perfecting
amendment.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be waived.

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

The amendment reads as follows:
Strike out page 2 and insert in lieu thereof

the folloMng aew page:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE



S 15790 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE
'TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

December 5, 1969

On page 9 after line 11, add the following
new section:

"SEc. 6(a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, beginning with years beginning
after December 31, 1972, the earnings counted
for benefit and tax purposes under titles II
and XVIII of the Social Security Act and
appropriate sections of the Internal Revenue
Code shall be increased from $7,800 to
$12,000.

(b) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to directed to modify the table
in section 218i(a) of the Social Security Act
to Include benefits, consistent with the
formula underlying the benefits in section
215(a), for average monthly wages greater
than $650 but less than or equal -to $1,000."

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry. What does the amend-
ment do?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, I shall
attempt to explain it.

Mr. MANSFIELD, It is coming up later,
anyway.

Mr. LONG. The Senator cannot call
it up now. He can explain it.

Mr. POUTY. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry. Is it in order for my dis-

- tinguished friend to explain his amend-
ment at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
will state that it is in order for him todiscuss it, but the perfecting amend-
ment of the Senator from Vermont is
still pending.

Mr. PROTJTy. The amendment is not
being offered at this time?

The PRESIDING OF1ICER. No.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-

'dent, the pending question before the
Senate Is with respect to the perfecting
amendment offered by the able Senator
from Vermont (Mr. PROUTY) to the Long
arnenciunent, Under the Prouty perfect-

ing amendment, there would be a 15-per-
cent across-the-board increase in social
security payments, with an increase In
-the minimum benefits to $70 per month.

As the able chairman of the Commit-
tee on Finance has stated in his remarks
in opposition to the Prouty perfecting
amendment, the perfecting amendment
offers no method for defraying the ad-
ditional cost of the benefits which would
accrue under that amendment, As the
chairman of the committee has also very
appropriately stated, to go to conference
with additional benefits that will not be
offset by additional increases in the tax,
or an expansion of the tax base, would
be a futile effort.

Mr. President, I think we all want to
see an increase in the minimum benefits.
Under the Long amendment, the increase
would be 15 percent across the board
including the minimum benefit. The
minimum payment at the present time
is $55 a thonth. Fifteen percent of that -
would be about $8.25, which would mean
that the total minimum benefit under
the Long amendment would amount to
something like $63.25, as against $70
under the Prouty perfecting amendment,

I should like to see an increase in the
minimum benefit, The able majority
leader would like to see an Increase in
the minimum payment, As I have stated,
I think all Senators would like to see
an increase. For that reason, I have of-
fered a perfecting amendment to the
Lond amendment, which will be called
up after the vote on the Prouty amend-
ment, This perfecting amendment, which
I have offered In behalf of myself and
the able majority leader, would provide
for a minimum payment of $100 per

month to a single individual, or $150 a
month to a man and wife. So we would
provide a larger minimum benefit, one
that is more in keeping with the increase
In the cost of living; but at the same
time, it is not our intention to do a vain
and futile thing.

We are also going to provide the means
whereby the Increased benefits would be
offset. This would be done by expanding
the tax base from $7,800 a year to $12,000
a year. So, we would provide an increase
in the minimum payment for a single
individual that would be $30 above the
amount provided in the Prouty amend-
ment. And we would also provide a way
to pay the bill, so that when the chair-
man of the committee goes to confer-
ence with the House he will be able to
present a fiscally responsible plan where-
by the trust fund will not be endangered
by the increase In benefits.

The 15-percent increase in Itself is
actuarially sound, as the chairman has
stated. However, to -increase the min-
imum to $70 would result in a drain up-
on that fund.

The majority leader and I, and those
who would support us, ,vant to provide
a larger minimum benefit than $70, one
that is in keeping with the Increase In
consumer prices and, at the same time,
we want to provide the increasej income
with which to pay the increased benefits.

For this reason, we are advocating that
the earnings base be increased from
$7,800 a year to $12,000 a year. The In-
crease In the tax base will not take effect
under the amendment offered by the
majority leader and me untIl 1973.

This delay Is possible without endan-
gering the fund.

As a matter of fact, I am advised that
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the fund under the Long amendment
would experience an increase in surplus
from $32 billion in 1970 to $37 billion in
1971.

So, even with the increase of 15 per-
cent acrqss the board, the surplus in the
fund would be increased over and be-
yond the amount necessary to offset
that 15-percent increase in payments.

We can easily wait until 1973, without
jeopardizing the trust fund, before we
put into effect the increase in the tax
base to offset the increase in minimum
benefits.

However, under the amendment, the
increase in the tax base will take effect
in 1973.

This is a brief explanation of the
amendment which the majority leader
and I have offered.

After the vote on the Prouty amend-
ment—and I hope the Prouty perfecting
amendment will be rejected—wç will
then call up our perfecting amendment,
and I hope that it will be agreed to.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I make
the comment that I believe I have start-
ed something.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. We have been
thinking about this for some time.

Mr. PRO1JTY. On this very floor I have
tried for 8 or 9 years to get meaningful
social security benefits. The amendment
offered by the distinguished majority
leader and the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD) takes us
all by surprise. Nevertheless it is a pleas-
ant surprise as far as the benefit increase
goes.

However, you would not raise the tax
base until 1973. Is that correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, if the Senator will yield, we will
not raise the base in taxes until after
the 1972 election.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, if the
fund is not solvent enough to support a
$70 monthly minimum, it certainly would
not be able to support a $100 monthly
minimum. I am afraid the Ways and
Means Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives would never accept the amend-
tent.
* * * * *

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I would
not suggest for a moment that there is
any politics being played on the floor of
the Senate today. However, It seems to
me that this exercise in one-upmanship
demonstrates quite clearly why we
should not even be considering social
security legislation in connection with
the tax reform bill.

Social security legislation Is very jut-
portant and very serious- legislation. As
we all know, it means agreat deal to a
great many people.

We are dealing with a very important
subject, a very technical subject, a very
difficult subject, and one that ought to
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social security benefits. It seems to me
that they want to do it before the next
election.

I think we have a better chance of
achieving that objective if we consider
social security legislation separately and
in its proper order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is

hard to imagine a social security recipi-
ent or any other person in this day and
age getting by on $55 a month. I would
point out that the administration itself
has advocated an increase of 10 per-
cent—thus increasing the minimum to
$60.50. The House Ways and Means Com-
mittee, I understand, unanimously re-
ported a bill—scheduled for House action
next week—that would increase benefits
by 15 percent.

I think the minimum benefits under
all these plans are totally inadequate for
any person who relies upon social secu-
rity for subsistence. Those in this Cham-
ber who say that a proposal that in-
creases the minimum benefits to $100
and Increases the benefits across the
board by 15 percent are playing politics,
ought to be aware of one thing—that
since the last increase in social security
benefits to pensioners, the cost of living
has increased in the neighborhood of 10
percent. So, the social security pension-
ers are getting no windfall.

I would like to hear anyone challenge
the difficjlty that exists for those who
attempt to get by on $55 a month with
prices going up as they are and the cost
of living increasing at such a rapid rate.

You can make fun about next year
being an election year and about 1972
being a presidential election year, but you
cannot make fun of the people in need.
These people are in need. The inflation
that has occurred during this past cal-
endar year has been the greatest in re-
cent times. The social security pen-
sioner—living on fixed income—is the
hardest hit. To say that our amendment
which raises these benefits is playing
politics elevates that charge to a very
high level of respectability.

The pending amendment offered by
myself and Senator BYRD more than pays
for itself. It raises the base of the tax but
does not increase the tax rate. In fact,
the amendment produces a slight sur-
plus to the social security trust fund.

I would hope that the Senate would
adopt this amendment so that these most
needed adjustments in social security
benefits can be enacted prior to Janu-
ary 1, 1970—when they shall go into
effect.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I concur. One of the major
causes for the people being in need of
increased social security benefits is the
inflation we have experienced in the last
few years which has destroyed the pur-
chasing power of what little they had.

I hope that sometime we can join
hands across the aisle to eliminate some
of the causes which are further fanning
the fires of inflation. I think that is the
real problem with relation to their need.
I think the solution that is needed is
the knowledgb that purchasing power
will remain stationary.
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have adequate hearings and adequate
consideration in committee.

One of the points that concerned me
as the distinguished Chairman of the
Finance Committee offered his amend-
ment was the fact that there have been
no hearings on the legislation that he
himself has offered.

There is no reason and no need in
connection with the pending tax bill to
consider social security increases. The
House is proceeding in an orderly way.
As we know, the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the House, after holding hear-
ings, has reported a bill.

That bill will be on the House floor
next week, and presumably some form
of social security legislation will pass the
House, The bill will then come to the
Senate.

It is only appropriate, it would seem
to me, that the Senate consider such
legislation separately and in the man-
ner in which it ought to be considered.

Surely we have no business rewriting
the social security law here on the floor
of the Senate in this manner.

I, for one, will vote against it. As much
as I respect and admire the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. PROUTY) for his
great leadership in this field—and I
know how sincere he is, and I know how
dedicated and sincere the sponsors of the
next amendment are in their devotion
to the objectives of social security—I
shall vote against both amendments in
the interest of orderly procedure.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.

President, I will agree with the acting
minority leader about the bad precedent
we are establishing here in trying to add
major legislation on the floor of the Sen-
ate. However, I point to the bad prece-
dent that was started a few months ago
when under the orders of the Demo-
cratic policy conunittee, the Finance
Committee was given a limited time in
which to report a major tax reform bill.

We had some committee consideration
by means of having day-and-night ses-
sions. Yet we are now having the entire
bill rewritten on the floor of the Senate.
I wonder if It would not have been as well
to abolish the Finance Committee proce-
dure and to have brought the bill to the
Senate floor. The Senate has rejected
practically all the reforms that the Fi-
nance Committee proposed and have
converted this bill into a major Christ-
mas tree bill. Who says there is no Santa
Claus?

* * * * * I am not unmindful of the fact that as
we do dur Christmas shopping very often
it is done on credit cards. Christmas
packages are passed around to our
friends and relatives; however, after New
Year's Day we get the bills and the state-
ments.

The same point is true here today. I
point out that for a long time the Amer-
ican people will be paying the bill for all
that has taken place on the Senate floor
this December. and they will- be haboring
a long time to pay for it.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for his contribution. I do not
think there is any doubt that all Mem-
bers of the Senate want to Increase the
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At the present rate we are taking it
away from them through inflation fas-
ter than we can vote the benefits on the
floor of the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor-
rect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Vermont. On
this question the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRIFFIN (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK).
If he were present and voting, he would
vote "yea." If I were permtted to vote,
I would vote "nay." I therefore with-
hold my vote.

Mr. HANSEN (after having voted in
the negative). On this vote I have a pair
with the junior Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GOLDWATER). If he were present
and voting, he would vote "yea." If I
were permitted to vote, I would vote
"nay." I therefore withdraw my vote.

The assistant legislative clerk con-
cluded the call of the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SPARKMAN), and the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) are neces-
sarily absent.
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Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK), and
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
WATER) is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The respective pairs of the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. Cooic) and that of
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
WATER) have been previously announced.

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 46, as follows:

EN0. 176 Leg.J

Al ken
Allen

Fong
Goodeil

Moss

Aliott
Murphy

Baker
Gore Packwood

Bellmon
Gurney
Hart

Percy

Boggs
Prouty

Brooke
Proxmire

Burdick
liruska Saxbe

Case
Jackson Schwejker

Cooper
Javits Scott

Cotton
Jordan, Idaho Smith, Maine

Curtis
Magnuson Smith, Ill.

Dole
Mathias Stevens

Dominick
McGee Tower

Fannin
Mcintyre
Montoya

Young, N. Dak,

NAYS—46
Bayh
Bennett Ellender

Hughes

Bible
Inouye

Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.

Fuibright
Gravel

Jordan, N.C.
Kennedy

Cannon
Long

Church
Harris
Hartke

Mansfield

Dodd
McCarthy

Holland McClellan

Metcalf Poll Tydings
Miller Randolph Williams, N.J.
Mondale Ribicoffi Williams, Del.
Muskie Russell Yarborough
Nelson Spong Young, Ohio
Pastore Stennis

PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS,
AS PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—.2

Griffin, against.
Hansen, against.

NOT VOTING—8
Goldwater Symington
Munclt Thurmod
Sparkman

So Mr. PR0UTY's amendment was
rejected.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was rejected.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
ageed to.

Mr. BYRD of West; Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I call up my amendment which is
at the desk and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD)
proposes an amendment for himself and
the Senator from Montana (Mr. Ms-
FIELD) as follows:

Strike out page 2 and insert in lieu thereof
tho following new page:

'TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

December 5, 1969
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December 5, 1969
On page 9, after line .11, add the following

new section:
"SEc. 6. (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of law, beginning with years begin-
ning after December 31, 1972, the earnings
counted for benefit and tax purposes under
titles II and XVIII of the Social Security Act
and appropriate sections of the Internal
Revenue Code shall be increased from $7,800
to $12,000:

(b) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare is directed to modify the table
in section 215(a) of the Social Security Act
to inölude benefits, consistent with the for-
mula underlying the benefits in section 215
(a), for average monthly wages greater than
$650 but less than or equal to $1,000."

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, may we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order. The Senator
from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I have already explained the per-
fecting amendment *hich I have offered
on behalf of myself and the able majority
leader, the Senator from Montana (Mr.
M4uq5FIELD). But for the benefit of Sen-
ators who were not here when it was
explained, briefly, the amendment Would
provide as follows.

This is a perfecting amendment to the
Long amendment. The Long amendment
provides a 15-percent across-the-board
increase in social security payments.
This would mean that for the minimum
payment, which is now $55, there would
be an increase of 15 percent, or some-
thing near $8.25. This would mean a
total minimum benefit of about $64, as
against $55 as of now.

Under the perfecting amendment of-
fered by the majority leader and me, the
minimum benefit would become $100, and
we also propose the means for financing
the increase. This is a fiscally responsible
amendment. As the chairman has said so
many times, it is futile to go to confer-
ence with increases in various benefits
that would amount to a drain on the
funds. This amendment is actuarily
sound in that we are paying our own
way.

We propose to increase the wage base
from $7,800 annually to $12,000 annually,
to take effect in 1973.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield for a
brief question?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Is it not true that the

entire cost of the program would be
borne by those people who are getting
more than $7,800 and less than $12,000?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Well,
those individuals in that range will pay
an additional tax, but in the long run
they will get higher benefits because an
individual who pays a tax on a $12,000
base, in the long run is going to get in-
creased benefits.

Mr. CURTIS. What is the answer to
my question?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thought
that was the answer to the Senator's
question.

Mr. CURTIS. The answer is yes? The
Senator says that we pay our way, that
thecosts of the increase the Senator pro-
poses would be borne solely and exclu-
sively by those people whose wages and

salaries are not less than $7,800 and not
more than $12,000.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. But they
will also be the beneficiaries, in the long
run, along with others in the lower in-
come ranges. Of course, the employer
also pays.

Mr. BENNETT. If the Senator will
yield at that point, is it not true that
people who have salaries at $7,800 are
now getting more than $100, so that by
raising this up to $100 the Senator will
be benefiting a different group of peo-
ple than those who will pay for the added
benefit?

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator is getting
the idea. [Laughter.]

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Those
single persons who now receive more
than $100 will receive a 15-percent in-
crease—

Mr. BENNETT. But they receive that
under the bill, not under the Senator's
amendment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. That is
true. The question here boils down to
this. Do we want individuals who are
now getting a minimum of $55 a month
to have only a 15-percent increase which
will add up tç, a paltry $64 a month, or
do we want them to have at least $100
a month?

That is the question.
Mr. BENNETT. If the Senator will

yield further, has he estimated the drain
on the social security fund before the
additional funds come in, the drain for
fiscal years 1971 and 1972?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. In an-
swer to that question, there would be no
drain on the trust fund—none whatso-
ever. As a matter of fact, the balance in
the trust fund will increase. In 1970,
there will be a $32 billion balance in the
fund. In 1971, there will be a $37 billion
balance in the fund, even with the 15-
percent increase brought about by the
amendment of the Senator from Louisi-
ana (Mr. Lowa). Thus, there Will not be
a drainThe balance in the fund will
continue to increase and the fund will
remain actuarially sound.

Mr. BENNETT. Would it not increase
by $2 billion more each, over the 2 years
1971 and 1972? Is there not an actual
drain on the fund for those 2 years be..
cause of the Senator's amendment, dn
the $2 billion balance, and then we begin
to catch it up in 1973?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The cost
would be $4/2 billion for the 15-percent
increase alone. For the additional in-
crease up to $100 in the minimum pay
ment for a single individual and $150
for a married couple, yes, the cost would
be $2 billion. Now, that additional cost
would be more than offset by the pro-
posed increase in the earnings base effec-
tive in 1973.

Mr. BENNETT. So it is not really
fiscally responsible. The Senator will be
saying, because there is a surplus in the
fund, let us spend it now, rather than
reserving it for the people in the future.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No. Mr.
President, we are not saying that at all.
We are saying that there is a balance in
the fund. We are saying, "Let us raise the
minimum payment to an amount which
is in conformity with the increase in the
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cost of living. Give the recipient at least
$100 a month."

Not only is there now a $32 billion
balance in the fund, but the balance in
the fund will grow over and above the
additional cost resulting from the $100
minimum. In order to meet that cost, we
propose to expand the wage base from
$7,800 to $12,000 in 1973. In reality, we
could go beyond that year and still be
actuarially responsible.

Mr. BENNETT. Are not the obligations
under the social security system in terms
of their responsibility to pay out social
security benefits later? Are they not also
growing? So that the Senator will be
drawing against the future for at least
$2 billion for those 2 ypars?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. They are
growing, but we are providing for that
growth, over and above that, by making
the expansion in the earnings base effec-
tive in 1973.

Mr. BENNETT. In other words, spend
now and pay later.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No. Spend
now and pay now. I wish to emphasize
the fiscal soundness of this amendment.
In fact, the cost of the 15-percent in-
crease without any provision for finan-
cing would be 1.24 percent of payroll.
The present surplus in the fund is 1.16
percent. The Mansfield-Byrd amendment
would cost 1.66 percent of payroll and
the increase in the payroll would be 0.53
percent plus the existing 1.16 percent.
Thus, this amendment would produce a
surplus of 0.03 percent to the trust fund
as opposed to a 0.08 percent deficit in the
pending Long amendment.

Mr. SAXBE. If the Senator will yield,
how much will this cost a wage earner
making $12,000 a year?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If I may
interject there, $475 a year, which does
not take effect until after they have
voted in 1972.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, we
could not hear that. Would the Senator
from Delaware repeat his statement?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. $475 for
the individual to raise the extratax, but
it conveniently would not take effect un-
til after he has voted in 1972.

Mr. SAXBE If the Senator from West
Virginia will yield again—

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has the floor.

The answer is, I am advised, to the
Senator's first question, about $250.

Mr. SAXBE. Well now, this is the
bracket of most of the shopworkers to-
day in my State. They are making more
than the $7,800 that they are now being
charged for, and on up. The skilled
workers and most of the shopworkers in
my State pay on that wage base. This
will come off their withholding, begin-
ning in 1972, I take it. My experience
with these people is that they are saying,
that is all they can afford out of their
salary checks on social security at the
present time, and I do not think this
will be very popular with those people.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator from West
Virginia yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, by increasing the earnings base to
$12,000, the benefits for individuals so
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affected will be, accordingly, increased
when It comes time for them to retire.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield?

Mr. WIIILIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. PASTORE. Is it not true, under

the present base, that the terrific strain
is on those earning up to $7,800 a year,
and what we are doing is lifting them up
to $12,000 so that we can give some of
these people $100 in order just to live,
and what they pay will be matched by
the employer as well. That is what it
amounts to, is that not correct?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I cannot

support the amendment, but I do wish
to compliment the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia and the majority
leader for offering it, because it is a fis-
cally responsible approach, since it would
raise the money it takes to pay for the
additional benefits.

But I feel I should point out that this
amendment—and the same would be
true of the Prouty amendment—has very
little to do with need.

Many people would benefit from a $100
minimum who cannot claim justification
on the basis of equity or need. Many
people who draw minimum social secu-
rity benefits today did not spend much of
their time working under social security
coverage.

For example, some years ago I tried to
make it optional for the firemen in my
State of Louisiana, city by city, to come
In under social security. They sent their
representatives up here to say that they
wished to be taken out from under such
coverage, because they felt they had a
better -retirement program in Louisiana
than under social security.

But if one of those firemen retired
after a few years—and some of our fire-
men and policemen can retire after 20
years of service, even though they are
still relatively young—and then went to
work for the relatively short period nec-
essary to qualify for the minimum under
social security, he would receive these
benefits even though he was drawing a
generous retirement based on the work
he did originally as a policeman or a
fireman. Many persons now receiving
the minimum social security benefit are
not needy and could not qualify on the
basis of their limited earnings under so-
cial security for any increase. But they
would have an increase under the pro-
posed amendment that would bring their
benefits up to $100 from the present $55.

This would be true of a great number
of State and local employees, and also of
some of our Federal civil servants. Even
a Senator who has spent a small period
of time in work that entitled them to
social security coverage might draw the
minimum amount. Even though -the Sen-
ate has a generous retirement program,
and a Senator might be drawlng.$12,000
a year In Senate retirement benefits, if
he was receiving a minimum social se-
curity benefit we would be Increasing his
social security check from $55 to $100.

To take another example, some doc-
tors and dentists who were only recently

covered under the social security pro-
gram, might be drawing minimum social
security benefits. Some of them may have
been benefited by the provisions of H.R.
10, for which the Senate voted. Some of

- them are drawing retirement benefits by
virtue of various private retirement ar-
rangements which will provide generous
annuities for the remainder of their lives.

I bring this up so that Senators are not
misled into the belief -that those bene-
fited by increasing the minimum are only
needy people or people whose only income
Is their social security. Some of those
people getting minimum social security
benefits have little need for a substantial
increase.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. DOLE. Who is eligible for the $100

monthly payments for single persons
and $150 payments for families? What
are the eligibility requirements? The
Senator has indicated that many are not
in need. Would the Senator inform us
who would be eligible?

Mr. LONG. Anyone fully insured un-
der the social security program would be
eligible. Eventually a person will have
to have 10 years of work in employ-
ment,—covered under social security in
order to be fully insured, although a
number of persons are now fully insured
with less than 10 years of coverage. In
any case, anyone fully Insured would re-
ceive a minimum benefit of $100 under
the amendment.

As I said, many of these people at the
minimum have coverage under other re-
tirement systems, such as the Federal
civil service retirement system or private
pension plans, even though they have
worked long enough to have become
fully Insured under social security.

Mr. DOLE. The question I ask is, Do we
have any way of knowing, as far as num-
bers are concerned, how many of these
people may be in the so-called poverty
level or are people who do not need social
security benefits?

Mr. LONG. Unfortunately, I cannot
answer the question in precise numbers
for the reason that we have not had an
opportunity to study this question in the
Finance Committee.

Mr. DOLE. I wonder if the Senator
from West Virginia could answer.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The same
question might be asked with regard to
those people who are now drawing $55
a month as a minimum. We may a well
do away with those, on that basis.

Mr. DOLE. That begs the question.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, it

does not beg the question.
Mr. DOLE. What are we voting for

flow? To give $100 a month to million-
aires, or to people who get little or
nothing?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. What dif-
ference does it make? They have all paid
their own way. There Is no means test
In the social security program.

Mr. LONG. Mr. Presldent If I might
further respond to the question of -the
Senator from Kansas, there are about
3 '/ million people In the category to be
benefited by the amendment. It Is my un-
derstanding that if we raised the mini-
mum to $100, only about one-third of
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the additional benefits would go to per-
sons in the poverty category. Two-thirds
would go to persons who do not fall in
the poverty category.

Mr. DOLE. So we are voting to spend
I do not know how many millions of
dollars for people who do not need the
money. I think perhaps we might call
the amendment the "Political Security
Amendment of 1969."

Mr. LONG. I would not so categorize
it. However there would be many peo-
ple who could not qualify for a mini-
mum benefit of $100 on the basis of
need, although there are many who
could. -

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I think

we are getting into a very complex sit-
uation. The objectives of the Senator
from West Virginia and the Senator
from Montana are certainly worthy. I
do not think anyone can argue that any-
one In the United States should have an
income of less than $100, but we are
doing this In a very complex tax kill,
without any idea of what we are doing
to the social security fund.

The proposal of the Senator from
Louisiana was a sound proposal because
It was done after an examination of all
the figures, after careful consideration
by the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee, which insures the integrity of
the social security fund.

The President of the United States
has -suggested a proposal of a minimum
family allowance as an amendment to
the welfare law. The House Ways and
Means Committee has already had hear-
ings on the question. My understanding
is that it will be the first order of busi-
ness when they return after the first
of the year. That means the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, within a period of 3
or 4 months, will have before it clari-
fications and basic amendments of the
social security law and what we do for
minimum family allowances.

At that time, after full and complete
hearings ona complex subject, it could
very well take the United States Into new
directions in the whole field of social
security and welfare.

I personally do not think we should
try to write at this moment, in this
complex bill, whet the Senator from
West Virginia and the Senator from
Montana are proposing. I believe the
Senate can wait another 3 or 4 months,
after the completion of full and com-
plete hearings on this complex subject,
before we act on this proposal. I believe
we will arrive at a sound, balanced pro-
gram that will assure every family in
this country a minimum of $100 a month.

-I think we are acting very hastily In try-
ing to adopt a proposal of this kind.

Mr. LONG. I appreciate what the Sen-
ator has said.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I will yield in a moment.
I appreciate what the Senator from

Connecticut, who is a former Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, has
said about this matter. The reason why
I offered the 15-percent increase amend-
ment I have offered Is that there Is no
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doubt whatever in my mind that this
Congress sometime within the next 2
month will grant a- least a 15-percent
across-the-board benefit increase. But
when we get to those other proposals,
meritorious though they may be, they
will require very careful consideration.

Seven thousand pages of hearings have
been accumulated in 5 weeks of commit-
tee consideration of the tax reform bill.
We do know about the House tax reform
bill and the amendments added to it. If
we were given the opportunity to conduct
hearings of half that length, we would be
able to advise the Senate precisely about
social security; which people would be
benefited by what kind of amendment,
who has the greatest need for benefit
changes, and what people would benefit
from increases even though they have
less need for it.

A substantial increase in the minimum
benefit, in my judgment, should- await
further study. The House Ways and
Means Committee, having conducted
lengthy hearings, and having all that
information at their disposal, still says
that we ought to wait until next year
until they try to draft a bill to take into
account the various questions such as
that suggested in the amendment.

I yield to the Senator from Florida.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I thor-

oughly approve the position taken by
the distinguished Senator from Louis-
iana and the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut. I ask the Senator if it is
not true that insurance—and that is
what this is—would be drawn for 3 years
by some 3 million persons at an increased
amount, despite the fact that the funds
necessary to support the payment of
insurance benefits at that rate will not
begin to be paid in until 1973.

Mr. LONG. The Senator is correct in
what he has stated, although I must say
to my friend from Florida that from an
actuarial point of view, the amendment
is sound.

Mr. HOLLAND. Perhaps it Is, but we
do not know, because we do not have
that testimony before us.

The point I am making Is that benefi-
ciaries would be drawing insurance—and
that is what this is—on a basis on which
it is necessary to levy higher contribu-
tions from both employees and employ-
ers, 3 years before those contributions
are to be paid In. I could never support
anything which is said to be Insurance,
and is designed to be Insurance, which
is to be paid on a basis much more gen-
erous than the present and continuing
rate of payments would support for 3
years.

Mr. LONG. The Senator is completely
correct in what he has stated, although
I should point out that over the long run,
this amendment would be actuarially
sound.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator from
ConnecUcut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Pesldent, the
point made by the Senator from Ohio Is
very well taken, because there is no ques-
tion but that the lower middle-income
groups are facing a very heavy burden
with this increased taxation. It could

very well be, and it probably will, that if
the President's proposal for a minimum
family allowance is accepted by Congress,
much of these payments will come
through general revenues, and not the
social security system, and it will not
necessarily cover merely people on wel-
fare, but those who are below a mini-
mum income, and the type of individuals
that the Senator from West Virginia
and the Senator from Montana seek to
make the beneficiaries here will be the
beneficiaries out of general revenues that
will be paid by all taxpayers, corpora-
tions, and higher income taxpayers, and
we will not necessarily be placing the
burden on the wage earner.

The objective, may I say again, which
the Senator from West Virginia and the
Senator from Montana seek to achieve,
is an objective to which we all must re-
pair. I do not think we should seek to
repair to it on the floor of the Senate at
the present time, without hearings, on a
very complex subject that will cover the
official, and economic thinking, because
that is what we will be facing next spring
or next summer, and I do not think we
should try to do it at this time.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator.
Mr. SAXBE.. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. SAXBE. I should like to pursue

that point just a moment.
We think of a man who Is earning be-

tween $7,800 and $12,000 as being a big
earner. But I point out that with sweep-
ers earning $4.50 an hour in automotive
plants and most other manufacturing
plants, and with all of the building trades
people earning from $5 an hour upward,
this would throw the great mass of reg-
ular wage earners into a large Increase In
a payment that most of them are com-
plaining about already. When that $22.50
a month waltzes across that payroll, we
will hear some louder screams than we
are beginning to hear already.

I agree with the Senator from Con-
necticut that we have a responsibility to
these older people, who thought they were
buying a secure insurance policy when
social security was started, and are now
not getting that. We have relegated those
people to a poverty standard today, and
I certainly agree that- we do owe them
a minimum of $100 a month on a net
basis, because we are not living up to the
contract we wrote to those people when
they bought this insurance out of de-
pressIon dollars, when they were earn-
ing $25 to $50 a week, rather than $150
to $200.

Nevertheless, I think that before we
put this burden on the 25-year-old man,
who Is paying for a house and trying to
raise a family and never has enough
money to go around, we had better think
twice about It.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. GURNEY. The Senator from Ohio

has brought out the fact that this is a
considerable added burden as far as wage
earners are concerned. It has often been
mentioned, particularly by people who
are interested in small business, that the
backbone of private enterprise In this
country is the small business people.
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those who are self-employed. How much
out of the hides of those self-employed
people would this plan propose to take?

Mr. LONG. I do not have the exact
figure, but assuming a self-employed per-
son is making $12,000 a year or more,
starting in 1973 hIs tax would be upward
of $300 a year more than under present
law.

Mr. GURNEY. The point I am trying
to make is that the amount of the in-
crease in the wage earner's tax is about
$250 a year, but for the small business-
man it is considerably greater. My own
information is. that, instead of $300 per
year, the increase would be about $358.
Believe me, that is a crushing burden on
some of these small business people who
are the backbone of American private
enterprise, and make something like
about $7,800 to $12,000 a year. I believe
they have enough burdens without our
imposing this additional burden upon
them.

Mr. LONG. The increase in the taxes
for the self-employed person would be
about $321 in 1973.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield to me?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. PROUTY. In view of the fact that

the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Finance expresses considerable
doubt that the House conferees would
consider an increase to $70, does he be-
lieve now that there is any remote possi-
bility of the other body agreeing to the
proposition which has just been ad-
vanced?

Mr. LONG. I cannot assure the Senator
at all that they would accept it. All I can
say to the Senator is that they would not
be turning us down for the reason that
they have turned us down repeatedly in
the past, namely on the grounds that the
proposal did not have a tax to pay for It.
That is one type of case where they have
consistently said, "No," in such emphatic
terms that we had to pretend we had not
been insulted to arrive at the conclusion
that we had not been. That is tbe type of
attitude they have taken whenever we
have insisted on an amendment to the
Social Security Act that is not self-
financing.

Mr. PROUTY. That was my thought,
but I felt they might accept the $70. I am
faced with a real problem, because I feel
that this is an appropriate level, and I
may vote for the amendment, though by
doing so I know I shall be wasting a vote,
because nothing will ever happen.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, today I
have supported the President's social se-
curity proposals which would have in-
creased social security benefits 10 per-
cent across the board. I also supported
the Prouty amendment which would
have increased benefits 15 percent fi-
nanced out of the surplus in the social
security trust fund.

However, I cannot support proposals
whose benefits to certain beneficiaries
are outweighed by the cost In inflation
to many more in our society. Particu-
larly affected by such measures are those
who can afford It least-.-the pcor, the
retired, and those living- on fixed In-
comes.

I intend to vote against any legisla-
tion whose benefits In my judgment are
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overshadowed by costs to many through
inflation and/or increased taxes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
BYRD) and the Senator from Montana
(Mr. MANSFIELD). On this question, the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
WATER). If he 'were present and voting,
he would vote "nay." If I were at liberty
to vote, I would vote "yea." I withhold
my vote,

The rolicall was concluded.
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the

Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
sON), the Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SPARKMAN), and the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGT.ON) are necessar-
ily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK), the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS),
the Senator from fllinois (Mr. SMITH)
and the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. THURMOND) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
wATER) is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The pair of the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GOLDWATER) has been previously
announced.

On this vote, the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. Coox) is paired with the Sen-
ator from fllinois (Mr. SMITH). If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Ken-
tucky would vote "yea" and the Senator
from Illinois would vote "nay."

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 41, as follows:
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NOT VOTING—1O
Anderson Mathias Symington
Cook Mundt Thurmond
Cranston Smith, Di.
Goldwater Sparkman

So the amendment of Mr. BYRD of
West Virginia and Mr. MANSFIELD was
agreed to.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I move to reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was adopted.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HARRIS obtained the floor.
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield to me s& that I may make
an inquiry of the majority leader?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the Senator from Michigan for that pur-
pose, without losing my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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YEAS—48

Aiken Hollings Moss
Bayh Hughes Muskie
Bible Inouye Nelson
Brooke Jackson Fastore
Burdick Javits Pell
Byrd, W. Va. Kennedy Prouty
Cannon Magnuson Proxmire
Case Mansfield Randolph
Church McCarthy Russell
Dodd McClellan Schwelker
Eagleton McGee Smith, Maine
Fuibright McGovern Spong
Gravel McIntyre Tyclings
Hart Metcalf Williams, N.J.
Hartke Mondale Yarborough
Hatfield Montoya Young, Ohio

NAYS—41
Allen Ervin Miller
Aflott Fannin Murphy
Baker Fong Packwood
Beilmon Goodell Pearson
Bennett Gore Percy
Boggs Griffin Ribicoff
Byrd, Va. Gurney Saxbe
Cooper Hansen Scott
Cotton Harris Stennis
Curtis Holland Talmadge
Dole Hruska Tower
Dominick Jordan, NC. Williams, Del.
Eastland Jordan, Idaho Young, N. Dak.
Ellender Long

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR,
AS PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—i

Stevens, for.



TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill (H.R. 13270), the
Tax Reform Act of 1969.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the Senator from Louisiana without los-
ing my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, It Is so ordered.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that debate on the Harris
amendment be limited to 40 minutes, the
time to be equally divided between the
manager of the bill and the Senator from
Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. TOWER. I object.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I send to

the desk two amendments which are re-
lated to each other and which are a part
of the same thing. They are perfecting
amendments to the Long amendment. I
ask unanimous consent that they may be
considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
obfection? The Chair hears no objection,
and it is so ordered. The amendments
will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendments.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendments be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objectiQn, it is so ordered; and, without
objection\ the amendments will be
printed ifrthe RECORD.

The amendments, ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, are as follows:

At the appropriate place In Amendment
No. 367 add the following new section:
"orsREcAsDINo OA5DI BENEFiT INCREAsES TO

THE EXTENT ATrRIBtrrABLE TO RETROACTIVE
EFFECTIVE DATES

SEC. —. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, there shall be excluded in deter-
mining the Income of any individual or
family for purposes of title I, IV, X, XIV, or
XVI of the Social Security Act (in addition
to any other amounts so excluded or disre-
garded) any amount paid to such Individual
In any month under title U of such Act
(or under the Railroad Retirement Act of
1937 by reason of the first proviso In section
3(e) thereof), otherwise than as the regular
monthly payment due such individual for
the preceding month, to the extent that such
payment Is attributable to an increase under
this Act or a subsequent Act (resulting from
the enactment of a retroactive general In-
crease in primary insurance amounts under
such title II) in the amount of the monthly
benefits payable under the old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance system for one or
more months before the month in. which
such payment is received.'

At the proper place in the bill, Insert the
following:
'DI5EEGARDING OF INCOME IN Da'rEUMININo

NEED FOE PUBLIC AssIsTANcE
"SEc. —. (a) In addition to the require-

ments imposed by law as a condition of ap-
proval of a State plan to provide aid or
assistance in the form of money puyments
to individuals under title I, X, XIV, or XVI,
of the Social Security Act, there Is hereby
imposed the requirement that—

(1) in determining need of any adult In-
dividual for such aid or assistance, the State
agency administering or supervising the ad-
ministration of such plan shall disregard
$7.50 per month of Income of such Individ-
ual, and

(2) (A) each individual receiving such aid
or assistance for any month shall realize an
increase In the amount of his benefit in the
form of money payments of $7.50 per month,
whether increase Is brought about by resson
of the application of clause (1) or otherwise,
and

(B) In the administration of any such
plan, there shall be used for the purpose
of providing the increased benefits required
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by subclause (A), an amount equal to any
savings realized in the provision of such
benefits by reason of the amendment, in this
Act, of any provision Increasing the amount
of monthly benefits payable to individuals
under title II of the Social Security Act.

(b) If, as a result of the application of the
requirements Imposed in clauses (1) and
(2) of subsection (a), any State incurs in
the operation of Its Stats plan (referred to
in subsection (a)) for any calendar quarter,
expense iq excess of the amount of expense
it would have Incurred If such requirements
had not been applied, then, It shall be en-
titled to be paid, out of any money appro-
priated by the Federal Government to assist
the State in carrying out such plan, an addi-
tional amount equal to the amount of such
excess.

(c) Any additional amount to which a
State is entitled under subsection (b) with
respect to a State plan (referred to In sub-
section (a)) shall be made In accordance
with the same methods, and otherwise in
like manner, as are the payments which such
State is entitled to receive with respect to
such plan under other provisions of Federal
law.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield to me briefly?
Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the Senator

from Montana.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.

President, may we have the amendments
read?

Mr. HARRIS. I think 1 can explain
them quickly to the Senate.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator can explain the amend-
ments if he can be heard. Will the Chair
please enforce order in the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be inorder.

TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the bill (H.R. 13270), the Tax Reform
Act of 1969.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I think
Senators will support this amendment.
If I can have the attention of Senators
I can explain it briefly.

The effect of this amendment, which
is in two parts, is to pass along to the
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aged, blind, and disabled, a $7.50 in-
crease in assistance, which we can do
without additional funds.

If I may have the attention of the
distinguished Senator from Delaware I
can explain the amendment briefly.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
trying to find out how many millions are
involved in the Senator's amendment.

Mr. HARRIS. I just told the Senator
there are no millions involved as far as
additional Federal contributions are con-
cerned. But since the Senator asked for
the explanation I would be glad to ex-
plain it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I would
be glad to have the Senator explain it
but I will get the information on my own.

Mr. HARRIS. The Senator from Dela-
ware is quite able to get his own infor-
mation but I was trying to be helpful to
him, inasmuch as I had asked unanimous
consent that the amendment not be read.
Is there objection to that? If there is no
objection I can go ahead and explain it,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
and the Senator may proceed.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, this
amendment is in three parts and each
part Is very simple.

The first part has to do with the fact
that the social security increase of 15
percent, which is contained in the Long
amendment, will not be paid to social
security recipients until April of next
year. There are some 1.5 million people
In America who receive some social secu-
rity and some welfare assistance by rea-
son of being aged, blind, or disabled. The
first part of the amendment would pro-
vide that, when they receive that social
security payment in April, a part of
which will be retroactive, the welfare de-
partment in the particular State will not
consider the Increase in social security
which they will be receiving retroactively
as resources available to the welfare re-
cipient and go back and figure that in
and deduct that amount from money the
welfare recipient received prior to April.

I think the Social Security people and
the welfare departments of the various
States would say to Senators, the same
as some of them have said to me, that It
would cause all sorts of difficulty, more
than it is worth, If they had to go back
and deduct that amount of money al-
ready paid because of retroactive social
security payments that we are about to
vote on in the Long amendment. That is
the first part of the amendment. It Is
very simple.

The second part of the amendment
provides that the 1.5 million people who
are aged, blind, or disabled, and who re-
ceive some social security and some wel-
fare assistance—who otherwise in most
of the States under the Long amend-
ment would receive no increase because
their welfare assistance payments would
simply be reduced by the amount of
money their social security payment is
increased—will receive an additional
$7.50 by the provision In the amendment
which states that the first $7.50 received
by such welfare recipients through the
social security increase will not be
counted as Income to be deducted from

what they would otherwise get from
welfare.

Mr. President, the third part of the
amendment is similar. It deals with a
different and an additional 1.5 million
people who are aged, blind, or disabled
and who are receiving no social security.
This part of the amendment provides
that those 1.5 million people would re-
ceive, through this amendment, an addi-
tional $7.50 a month, the same as the
other people; the effect would be that
those who are receiving only public as-
sistance because they are aged, blind, or
disabled would receive the same kind of
increase that the social security recipi-
ents are going to receive if, as I hope we
do, we adopt the Long amendment.

That portion of the amendment will
be funded in this manner: The welfare
department in a State will receive a
windfall by the passage of the Long
amendment; by increasing social security
payments, their funds required to match
Federal assistance would be reduced;
and the amendment provides that they
will take that savings realized through
the social security increase and use it to
pass along at least $7.50 as an increase to
welfare recipients, who are aged, blind
or disabled.

The amendment provides, to be sure
we are not going to require a State to
put up more money than it is now, if the
realized saving is not sufficient, the dif-
ference will be made up by Federal con-
tribution. However, I am informed by.the
staff of the Committee on Finance that,
first of all, there will be a negligible ad-
ditional expenditure required by the
States, if any, and to the degree the Fed-
eral contribution is required, that will
come out of money the Federal Govern-
ment is now spending from the general
fund for welfare which it will not have
to spend because of increased payments
out of the social security trust fund.

Mr. President, all of that sounds com-
plicated but the fact is that there are 3
million Americans who are aged, blind
or disabled and who, by the passage of
the 15-percent increase In the social seP-
curity payments, will in large part re-
ceive no increase whatever, despite the
fact that those 3 mfflin Americans prob-
ably are in greater need, or at least In as
much need, as those who would receive
an Increase in social security.

I hope the amendment Is agreed to.
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. HARRIS. I am glad to yield to

the Senator from New Hampshire.
Mr. COTTON. In the Senator's amend-

ment is there provision to insure com-
pliance by the State welfare departments
by the withholding of Federal welfare
contributions or in some other manner
so that his amendment will be complied
with by the State departments?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes. The language for
the amendment was drawn with the help
of the staff of the Committee on Finance.
We have a precedent for this action, The
last time we voted a social security in-
crease we had a $7.50 pass-along and
this amendment would again provide for
that $7.50 pass-along,

I have heard from the director of the
welfare department of my State that this
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is a fair thing to do. There are some
81,000 Oklahomans who will get this
pass-along increase under this' amend-
ment. I think this Is only equity, There is
a careful discussion of this matter,
printed In yesterday's CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD by Representative PHIL BURTON,
of California, with whom I have talked
about it.

The distinguished Senator from Texas
(Mr. YARBOROUGH) joins with me in the
presentation of this amendment and Is
very interested in it.

I almost forgot one other point. If we
do not do this now and if we wait until
we come back and do it in April, it will
be too late in most of the States because
most of the States will probably have
made up their budgets. and would have
already figured into them the savings
they will have under the proposed social
security Increase. So, If we do it, we need
to do it now in conjunction with the
social security increase.

Mr. COTTON. I am entirely in sympa-
thy with the objective of the Senator's
amendment. It only occurred to me and
I recall the last time we did that, there
was a provision that States that did not
see fit, if they failed to comply with this
admonition; namely, not to withhOld
welfare funds because of the accuinu-
lated social security, that there would be
a withholding of Federal contributions
to the welfare funds and that assured
compliance by the States. No doubt most
States would comply willingly and vol-
untarily, but I do not say that we could
be sure unless in the Senator's bill Itself,
or the appropriation bill we bring in from
HEW, or somewhere along the line, there
is some policing provision so that the
States cannot disregard this admonition.

Mr. HARRIS. I assure the Senator that
they cannot, that that has been care-
fully worked out and worded in the
amendment. I invite his attention to the
actual words.

May I state further to the Senate
that this provision does not apply to
other forms of assistance. I wish we could
have gotten something together soon
enough so that all forms of assistance
might receive some increase. However,
I learned only yesterday that this 15-
percent social security increase would
be considered today. I think that if we
made this amendment too inclusive, too
controversial, or too complicated, we

would not be able to get it adopted. We
have a good chance to get this adopted
and then, hopefully, after the first of'
the year, as has been mentioned by thç
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. RIBICOFF), we can make a whole-
sale review and revision of the entire
welfare system.

In the meantime, if we are going to
do equity by Christmas to the social
security recipients by giving them, as we
should, a 15-percent increase, we should
also do equity to the 3 million other
aged, blind, or disabled Americans who
would not otherwise, probably, get an in-
crease under the Long amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am in
sympathy with what the Senator from
Oklahoma is seeking to achieve. I under-
stand what he has in mind. He wants tO
try to reach the objective of seeing to it
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that those who get the social security in-
crease will not have their welfare checks
ctt to the extent of the social security
increase. It is a frustrating experience
for anyone to hear that Congress has
voted an increase in his social security
benefits, only to find that, if he is on wel-
fare, the welfare department, having
heard about the increase in social secu-
rity benefits, has cut his check before he
receives the increase in his social
security.

The Senator from Oklahoma wants to
assure that that does not happen.

That will be difflcult to do because it is
complicated and )rings in other prob-
lems, like difficulties of administration,
and so forth. But the purpose is worthy,
even though it will be complicated by
adoption of the Byrd-Mansfield amend-
ment which increases the minimum pay-
ment up to $100.

Personally, I would be willing to go to
conference with the amendment to see
what we can work out, and I would do
the best we can to perfect the amend-
ment in conference, if the House is will-
ing to consider it. I would personally not
be opposed to the amendment and would
be happy now to yield time to anyone
opposing it.

It would create technical and admin-
istrative problems, but if they can be
worked out—and perhaps we can do that
in conference because I believe the Sena-
tor has a very noble purpose in offering
his amendment—I am sure the amend-
ment will undoubtedly do some good in
preyenting cutbacks which need not oc-
cur where the States are able to continue
their present level of welfare.

Mr. President, I would be happy to
yield time to Senators who would be in
opposition to the amendment; other-
wise, I am ready to yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. LONG. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on this amendment has now been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the

Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MCCARTHY), the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN), and the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINOTON) are nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CANNON), and the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. SYMLNGTON) would each vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. CooK), the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MArHms),
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. SMrIH),
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and the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. THURMOND) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
WATER) is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of ilnes$.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. COOK), the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS),
and the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
SMITH) would each vote "yea."

The result was announced—yeas 77,
nays 10, as follows:
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Aiken
Allen
Baker
Bayh
Beilmon
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Case
Church
Cotton
Dodd
Dole
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fuibright
Goodell
Gore

Allott
Bennett
Cooper
Curtis

Anderson
Cannon
Cook
Cranston
Goldwater

[No. 178 Leg.I
YEAS—77

Gurney Murphy
Harris Muskie
Hart Nelson
Hartke Pakwood
Hatfield Pastors
Holland Pearson
Hollings Pell
Hughes Percy
InoUye Prouty
Jackson Proxmire
Javits Randolph
Jordan, NC. Ribicoft
Jordan, Idaho Russell
Kennedy Schwe.ker
Long Scott
Magnuson Smith, Maine
Mansfield Spong
McClellan Stennis
McGee Stevens
McGovern Talmadge
McIntyre Tydings
Metcalt Williams, N.J.
Miller Yarboiough
Mondale Young, N. Dak.
Montoya Young, Ohio
Moss

NAYS—lO
Griffin Tower
Hansen Williams, Del.
Hruska
Saxbe

NOT VOTING—iS
Gravel Sparkman
Mathias Symingtoii
McCarthy Thurmond
Mundt
Smith, [11.

So Mr. HARRIS' amendment was agreed
to.
* * * * *
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* * * * *
AMENDMENT NO. 367

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I wish
to go on record in support of the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG). Amend-
ment No. 367 would provide an increase
of 15 percent in social security payments.

Mr. President, today approximately 20
million Americans are over the age of
65, and there is another group of approx-
imately 8 to 9 million Americans who are
now between the ages of 60 and 65. It is
estimated that approximately 71 percent
of this 20 millIon, roughiy three out of
four, are living on Incomes of less than
$2,000 per year. 1any of our citizens in
this age group went to work for the first
time during the years preceding and fol-
lowing the first World War. Very many
of these citizens have been making con-
tributions to the social security system
since Its Inception In 1935. They are now
retired and living on fixed incomes. They

are the victims of an inflationary spiral
which they did not cause and have noth-
ing to do with. The social security sys-tem was intended initially as an
additional cushion for the retirement
years, but many of our older people have
come to regard it as the only source of
their subsistence. For generations since
World War U, the current working gen-
eration, there are many plans for com-
pany pensions and retirement programs,
separate and apart from and in addition
to social security. But for the older citi-
zens, the presently retired citizens, It is
too late. It is not however, too late for
the Congress of the United States to do
something about their plight. The prob-
lem should be attacked on several levels:
We should, I think, remove the restric-
tions which now prevent a man from
collecting social security if he earned an
income In excess of $1,680. We can I
think, key the future benefits of the so-
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cial security to the increases in the cost
of living as they occur, automatically
without waiting for separate congres-
sional action on each increase. This, of
course, is in line with the President's
proposals on social security.

Turning to the measure which we have
before us today, I think that a 15-percent
increase is not out of line in any way. It
is estimated that this increase will cost
approximately $4 billion but it will not
require an additional tax on payroll. It
will be paid for out of actuarial surpluses
Old Age and Survival Trust Fund.

We hear a lot of talk today about prior-
ities. This, in my view, should be given
a high level priority. The figures on in-
flation nationwide are indisputable. We
cannot expect our older citizens, our citi-
zens who no longer have the capacity to
enter the labor market, to absorb these
increases out of savings. Very of ten there
are no savings. But the increases in the
cost of living must be met by these citi-
zens as by everyone else. It seems to me
to be the duty of the Congress to act to
help thcse people at this time. They have
turned to us because we are their only
hope: We can allow them to live in dig-
nity and with self-respect. We can afford
to bear the additional cost. In my judg-
ment, Mr. President, we cannot let these
people down. I would urge all my col-
leagues to give favorable consideration to
this amendment.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am
happy to express my support for the
amendment submitted by the distin-
guished chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee. As he knows, I have long shared
his concern for the problems of our
senior citizens.

For many Americans today retirement
means poverty. Because of the patent
inadequacy of the social benefits we now
pay, many elderly experience true pov-
erty for the first time when they try to
subsist on their social security pay-
ments. A man works hard and well, and
his reward for a lifetime of effort Is
humiliation, deprivation, and a constant
fear that his benefits will not suffice to
meet even his most basic needs. It is a
sad fact, but true, that many elderly
Americans today fear this economic in-
security much more than they fear death
itself.

This problem of extremely low In-
comes is further aggravated by the fact
that more Americans are spending more
years in retirement periods of uncertain
lengths than ever before thus causing
a mounting strain on their already lim-
ited resources.

Yet as serious as the situation is to-
day, it will deteriorate even more dra-
matically in the years ahead unless some-
thing is done—and done quickly. A rise
in earnings of a 4 percent annually—not
unrealistic figure in this era of the wage-
price spiral—means that consumption
levels will approximately double In the
next decade, thereby placing those on
fixed Incomes at an even more serious
disadvantage in the marketplace.

This disadvantage is seriously height-
ened by the present Inflation which con-
tinues to rage unabated. Last year the
cost of living rose more than 5 percent, a
clearly unacceptable figure, yet econo-
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mists predict that it will be even higher
thIs year. Since 1965, our elderly citizens
have been robbed of $3 billion in purchas-
ing power by inflation. Inflation has al-
ready robbed social security recipients of
the 13-percent increase in benefits most
recently approved by Congress.

If we consider the steady rise in the
consumer price index, we realize that the
benefits to retirees have barely kept up
with the increase in the cost f living.
It is clear that unless there is a sudden
stabilization of prices—which is un-
likely—these retirees will lag again in
purchasing power in the near futi.ire.

In March 1969 the consumer index
stood at 125.6; by September 1969 it had
increased dramatically to 129.3. Now if
we look at the total increase in the con-
sumer price index since Congress last
acted on social security benefits, we see
that the index has gone up 11.1 points,
which translates into a 9.4-percent in-
crease in prices. By projecting the level
of the consumer price index into 1970
on the basis of past increases, we are
forced to conclude that a 10-percent in-
crease in benefits would hardly get re-
tirees through the spring; and that even
a 15-percent benefit would be neutralized
by July or August. These conclusitns
are not the product of my imagination,
but of cold, hard, irrefutable mathemat-
ical facts. I am not guessing when I say
that with a 10-percent increase the re-
tiree would be receiving benefits that are
just about $3 more than the amount that
will be needed to maintain parity with
prices in March 1970.

Unless the effort is made to grant the
needed increase in social security bene-
fits, there can be no doubt that by the
end of the year the Government will be
deeply in debt to millions of senior
citizens. Such a situation would be unac-
ceptable to the American people, and I
am sure, to the Members of Congress.

So certain was I that this systematic
pauperization of our elderly cannot be
allowed to continue, that on October 29, 1
introduced an amendment—No. 256—to
H.R. 13270 which provides for an im-
mediate across-the-board increase in
social security benefits of 15 percent.

This amendment was then considered
in executive session of the Senate Fi-
fiance Committee where it was defeated
by a vote of 9 to 4 with the Senator from
Virginia (Mr. BYRD), the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIs) and the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MCCARTHY) join-
ing me .in support of it. It was defeated
even though it had been admitted by the
Social Security Administration that such
an increase would not necessitate any in-
crease in the social security payroll tax.
This is the case since the social security
fund presently has a surplus well in ex-
cëss of $4 billion or about 1.16 percent
of payroll.

I am painfully aware that in Congress,
progress, if it comes at all, usually comes
as the result of slow and laborious effort.
I am heartened, therefore, that there
appears to be so much support here In
the Senate for this 15-percent increase.

It appears to be the consensus now
that lengthy hearings on the need for
a dramatic Increase in social security
benefits would only belabor that which Is
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already painfully obvious: three out of
10 Americans 65 and older nour live in
poverty whereas only one out of 10
younger Americans are poor. In simple
terms millions of elderly Americans do
not become poor until they become old.

This injustice—this inequity—-must be
stopped and it must be stopped now. It
is the right—I repeat, right—of every
elderly American to live out his remain-
ing years in modest dignity and comfort.
If he does not have the personal resources
to provide such a life for himself, it must
be provided for him. Certainly, the true
test of a Nation's greatness is to be
found in its treatment of these "who
are about to leave the fair." I am con-
fident, therefore, that this Congress will
not fail to immediately meet the crisis
which now faces the elderly American
by approving a 15 percent increase in
benefits. I am likewise confident both
the Senate and the House will then move
on to consider the substantive social se-
curity reform legislation now pending
before the two Houses. For as important
as this 15 percent increase is it will be
quickly eaten away by inflation unless
a determination is made to tie all future
increases in benefits to increases in the
cost of living.

As I have mentioned previously, I had
planned to discuss on the Senate floor
my proposal to increase social security
benefits by 15 percent across the board.
In anticipation of that debate, Frank
Cxowley of the Legislative Reference
Service, prepared some tables which I
think are still helpful in our considera-
tion of the proposal before us. Table 1
gives an approximate estimatio:rx of the
increased payment to each State under a
15 percent benefit increase. Table 2 shows
the effect of a 15 percent increase on the
trust funds. Table 3 shows the long-
range financing of 15 percent social secu-
rity benefit increase. This table clearly
demonstrates that such an increase is
possible without any increase in the tax
rate or base and also that such method
of financing would be actuarially sound.
Tables 4 through 6 set out the effect of
a 15 percent increase for various groups.
It is my belief that these chats con-

TABLE 3.—Long-range financing of cr 16-per-
cent social security benefit increase

Present Program
(Percent of taxable payroll)

Level Cost of Benefits 8. '72

Level Equivalent of Income 9.88

Balance +1. 16
Proposed Program

(Percent of taxable payroll)
Level Cost of Benefits, Present law.. - 8. 72
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clusively demonstrate the need for ac-
tion now. I ask unanimous consent that
tables 1 through 6 be inserted in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
TABLE I—ESTIMATED MONTHLY SOCIAL SECURITY BENE-

FITS, BY STATE, PAYABLE UNDER PRESENT LAW AND
UNDER HARTKE AMENDMENT

[In millions]

TABLE 3.—Long-range financing of a 15-per-
cent social security benefit increase—Con.

15% increase.. 1.24

Total 9.96

Level Equivalent of Income 9. 88
Balance —0.06

Nom.—Accorciing to the Chief Actuary of
the Social Security Administration, the pro-
gram is soundly financed if the actuarial
deficit is not more than —0.10% of taxable
payroll.

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Mineesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montaea
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshile
New Jersey
New Mesico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Sooth Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Hartke
Present law umeedmeot

$30. 3 $14. 8
.9 1.0

16.5 19.0
20.3 23.3

186. 1 214. 0
18.1 20.8
31.6 36.3
5.0 5.8
5.9 6.8

88.5 101.7
33.9 39.0
4.9 5.6
7.2 8.3

115.0 132.3
53.7 61.8
33.7 38.8
24.8 28.5
32.4 37.3
27.5 31.6
11.5 13.2
29.8 34.3
63.7 73.3
91.1 104.7
39.3 45.2
18.5 21.3
52.5 60.4
7.4 8.5

16:8 19.3
3.2 3.7
8.3 9.5

77.0 88.6
7.2 8.3

213.9 246.0
41.0 47.2
6.5 7.5

106.9 122.3
26.4 30.4
24.4 28.1

138.0 158.7
10.9 12.5
19.6 22.5
7.6 8.7

34.4 39.6
88.0 101.2
8.2 9.4
4.8 5.5

35.9 41.3
34.1 39.2
22.6 26.0
50.0 57.5
3.1 3.6

Note: Due to rounding, figures are not additive nor may they
be used to conpute annual amounts.

TABLE 2.—ESTIMATED PROGRESS OF THE OLD-AGE AND DISABILITY INSURANCE TRUST FUNDS

[In billioosl

Income

Present Hartke

Outgo Net income in trust funds

Present
law

Hartke
amendment

Present
law

Hartke
amendmentLaw amendment

Fiscal year:
1970 i
1971

$35. 2
38.6

$35. 2
38.6

$28. 4
29.6
30.8

$30. 5
34.0
35.4

$6. 8
8.9

12.3

$4. 7
4.6
7.71972

1973
43.1
47.4 47.4 32. 0 36.8 14.4 10.6
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TABLE 4.—AVERAGE SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

Present
law

Hartke
amendment

Retired workers $100 $115.00
Aged couples 168 193.20
Aged widows
Widowed mother with 2 children_ -

87
255

100. 10
293.30

Disabled workers 112 128.80
Disabled workers with wife, and 1

or more children 238 273.70

Average monthly
earnings (after 1950)

Monthly benefit

Present law
Hartke

amendment

$200 $101.60 $116.90
$400 153. 60 176.70
$600 204. 00 234.60
$650 218.00 250,70

Average monthly
earnings (after 1950)

Monthly benefit

Present law
Harthe

amendment

$200 $152.40 $175.30
$400 230.40 265.00
$600 306. 00 351.90
$650 323.00 371.50

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, by way
of conclusion, let me once again thank
the eminent chairman of the Finance
Committee for his gracious endorsement
of my proposal to increase benefits im-
mediately. I am confident that his ac-
ceptance of my proposal has enhanced
its thances of passage and has thus in-
sured that the elderly of this country will
receive the immediate relief which they
so desperately require.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
fully support the amendment of the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Finance
Committee, to Increase social security
benefits to a more realistic and liveable
level.

As we all know inflation is rampant
in the country today. It has been steadily
accelerating since 1965, and last year
and in recent months the problem has
become even worse. The Consumer Price
Index from August to September 1969
showed a 6-percent rate of change, and
the seasonally adjusted price of food
reflected an even greater increase. Com-
pared to a year ago, general consumer
prices were up 5.8 percent, meat prices
11.7 percent, home ownership costs 10.5
percent, and medical care 8.8 percent.

As we pointed out In a recent report of
the Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy of the
Joint Economic Committee, the damage
done by Inflation is Insidious. It robs the
saver of the purchasing power he or she
has put aside for future use. It deprives
the aged of the value of their retirement
Incomes. It can make the poor even more
impoverished. -

One of the worst aspects of inflation,
Mr. President, is that Inflation In recent
years has reduced the buying power of
those in society who are least able to
afford it. I mean our elderly citizens, the
senior members of our society, men and
women who have retired from work or
become disabled. And I mean widows and

children whose livelihood Is dependent
upon survivors' benefits.

Such has been the inflationary trend In
this country In recent years and the
decline of the purchasing power of dol-
lars that these citizens—numbering al-
most 25 million men, women, and chil-
dren—have had to tighten their belts in
order to get by. Faced with rising costs
of basic necessities, of food, housing,
clothing, and medical expenses, they
have been caught In an Intolerable eco-
nomic vise. Worse yet, they can do noth-
ing about it. They do not get regular sal-
ary increases. They are unable to employ
themselves. Their income is fixed by
law, even though the Government may
merrily go on Its way spending far be-
yond its means for programs of dubious
value, even though prices are forced
higher and higher throughout all the
economy, and regardless of how bad
inflation gets.

According to the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, the
average old-age benefits paid last year to
a retired worker with no dependent -was
$94 a month. The average worker and
wife's benefit was $166 a month. The
average monthly benefit for an aged
widow was $86.

It is folly to even think that these
sums can be considered a livable income
in today's sky-high society.

These citizens are helpless victims of
the Natiofl's economy.

The Congress would be remiss In Its
duties and responsibilities if It did not
address itself to this problem. We can
and we must provide -the means for eas-
ing the burden of America's senior
citizens.

I have received figures from the So-
cial Security Administration and the
Library of Congress on the situation in
my own State of Georgia. There are ap-
proximately 500,000 recipients of social
security in Georgia, receiving monthly
benefits amounting to some $35 million.
The increase proposed here today would
mean an estimated $60 million annually
to all these beneficiaries, who need It
very badly, and who are fully entitled
to it.

Mr. President, a 15-percent increase
in social security benefits Is the bare
minimum. Much greater liberalization
of these benefits will be necessary during
the coming years. Over the past 2 years,
inflation has taken an enormous bite out
of already inadequate social security
benefits.

The President has Indicated his in-
tention to provide a minimum standard
of living to the poor of this Nation. We
cannot afford to do less for our senior
citizens who have supported themselves
throughout their working careers. These
individuals have paid taxes and have
earned their retirement benefits. They
deserve a decent standard of living dur-
ing their retirement years.

Next year the Congress will have an
opportunity to make comprehensive re-
forms in the social security, medicare,
and medicaid programs. In the mean-
time, however, we must increase social
security benefits as much as possible.

I hope that the amendment of the
Senator from Louisiana will be adopted.
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THE NEED FOR INTERIM ACTION IN MODERNIZING

SOCIAL szcuarry

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I sup-
port the amendment offered on Decem-
ber 4 by the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. LONG), recommending a
simple 15 percent across-the-board In-
crease in social security payments.

This is the same recommendation
voted upon by the House Committee on
Ways and Means and It seems to me to
be a much more realistic measure than
the administration's proposed 10-per-
cent increase.

I believe it is crucial that we act now,
in the final days of this first session of
the 91st Congress, to enact a 15-percent
increase in benefits to cover the cost-of-
living increases that have occurred since
the last increase in February of 1968.
Then, when Congress reconvenes In Jan-
uary of next year, we should immediately
begin to consider the badly needed re-
form of social security coverage so as to
provide more extensive benefits.

That changes are necessary if social
security is to provide a reasonable Income
to 24.5 million retired workers, disabled
workers, their dependents, and the sur-
vivors of deceased workers is something
that Senators on both sides of the aisle
have agreed upon. The cost of living has
constantly been rising faster than benefit
increases, and a retired couple now neech
at least $3,000 annually to live In a mod-
est manner in a big city, and $2,500 in n
smaller community. Faced with these
costs, which are still continuing to rise,
the aged couple has been receiving bene-
fits of only some $1,704.

The report of the trustees of the social
security trust funds shows that there l
money to pay for the costs of these In
creases, and I see no reason for not mak-
ing arrangements for increased benefits
before we go home.

I believe the passage of such a measure
Is the natural development of the social
security program in our soclo-economic
climate. The great achievement of the
program has been to prevent people from
slipping into poverty when a worker re-
tires, becomes disabled, or dies. I feel
confident that the Senate will continue
to carry forward, as It has In the past,
the goals of the social security program
in our dynamic society, and that It will
work Its will by passing this measure
before adjourning this session.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is with
great reluctance but grave concern that
I rise in opposition to Senator LONG'S
amendment to provide a 15-percent in-
crease in social security benefits.

As the President stated In his message
on social security sent to the Congress on
September 25:

ThIs Nation must not break faith with
those Americans who have a right to expect
that soelal security payments will proteot
them and their families.

However, there is a vast difference be-
tween the legislation proposed by Presi-
dent Nixon and the amendment pres-
ently before the Senate. The President
proposed a 10-percent across-the-board
benefits increase to offset the tremendous
increases in the cost of living that have
taken place In the past 2 years. He fur-
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ther proposed to take social security out
of the political arena by pasasge of legis-
lation that would automatically adjust
future benefits to increases in the cost of
living. One of the most significant of
President Nixon's proposals was his re-
quest for an Increase from $1,680 to
$1,800 in the amount beneficiaries can
earn annually without a reduction in
benefits. Additional reforms would have
insured more equitable treatment for
widows, recipients about age '72, veterans,
and for the disabled.

Mr. President, all Americans have a
stake in the soundness of the social se-
curity system. For this reason, I must op-
pose this amendment. Rather than see-
ing thorough consideration of the effects
of this legislation, we are witnessing a
patent attempt to play on the legitimate
desire of the American people for mean-
ingful ta reform for crass political ad-
vantage. Instead of writing sound legis-
latlon, we see an effort to pay off political
deI5t.

The Mansfield-Byrd amendment, pro-
viding a minimum payment of $100 to
$150 Without a means test, will create an
Increased tax load without improved
benefits. By increasing the contribution
and benefit base from $7,800 to $12,000,
beginning in 1973, we are burdening the
very taxpayers we have set out to help.

My only hope Is that if these amend-
ments pass, the Senate will resolve to
return next year to write comprehensive
social security legislation that will truly
be of benefit to all Americans.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I support a 15-percent across-the-
board increase In social security bene-
fit payments because I believe this Is the
least we can do for our retired citizens.

For too long, too many have been
forced to retire on too little.

The hard fact of life Is that for mil-
lions of elderly Americans, social security
Is the only source of Income. Disaster,
disability, and unemployment, can, in a
short time, financially wipe out millions
of low- or moderate-income citizens who
have tried to scrape together meager
savings for their retirement years.

We owe our elderly citizens too great
a debt to be Insensitive now to their eco-
nornic plight,, A generation or two ago,
theirs were the strong young backs on
which the progress of our Nation de-
pended.

The Consumer Price Index has risen
9.1 percent since the last social security
benefit Increase took effect in February
of 1968 and the cost of living is continu-
ing to climb. What the Senate needs to
do, then, Is give a long overdue increase
to the elderly so that they will have at
least a fighting chance to survive the
protracted battle against inflation.

A 15-percent increase would pump
about $45 million In additional social se-
curity benefit payments Into West Vir-
ginia during the calendar year 1970 and
about $49 million the following year. It
should not only give our older citizens
a much-needed boost in their fixed In-
come, but should also strengtheri and In-
vigorate West Virginia's economy

The 15-percent increase In itself
would not necessitate any increase In
the payroll tax on the employer or the.

employee and would be actuarially sound
insofar as the trust fund is concerned.

The Increase in minimum benefits, pre-
viously voted, would, of course, require
additional funding, and this has been
provided for.

Incidentally, Mr. President, even
though the social security recirients
would probably have to wait until about
March, due to logistical delays, to be-
gin feeling the impact of the increase,
the payments would be made retroactive
to January 1, 1970, the effectivedate. So
the net result would be the same as if
they were to receive the increase im-
mediately following the effective date.

I hope that the Senate will vote over-
whelmingly In favor of this Increase, and
I also hope that the other body will agree
to the Senate actiOn in conference.

•Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I. ask for
the yeas and nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG),
as amended. On this question, the yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the

Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
soN), the Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr. McCARTHY)', the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), and the Sen-
ator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) Is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, If present
and, voting, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CAwOw), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SYMrNGTON) and the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN)
would each vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. CooK), the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATurss),
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. Sr,rim),
and the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. THURMOND) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD-
wATER) Is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNIST) is absent because of Illness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. Cooic), the Senator from
Ajlzona (Mr. GOLDWATER), the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. MArinAs) and the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. SMrni) would
each vote "yea."

The result was announced—yeas 73,
nays 14, as follows:

INo. 179 Leg.]
'7EAS—73

Aiken Cooper Harris
Allen Dodd Hart
Baker Dominick Hartke
Bayh
Bellmon

Eagleton
Eastland

Hatfield
Holland

Bible Ellender Hollings
Boggs
Brooke

Ervin
Fannin

Hugheti
Inouye

Burdick Fong Jackson
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Vs.
Case

Fuibright
000dell
Gore

Javits
Jordan, N.d.
Jordan, Idaho

Church Gurney Kennedy
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Long Muskia Smith, Maine
Magnuson
Mansfield

Nelson Spong
Packwood Stennis

McClellan Pastore Stevens
McGee
McGovern
McIntyre

Pell Talmadge
Prouty Tyilings
Proxmire Williams, N.J.

Metcalf
Mondale

Randolph Yarborough
Ribicoff Young, N. Dak.

Montoya
Moss

Russell Young, Ohio
Schweiker

Murphy Scott
NAYS—14

Allott ,

Bennett
Griffin Percy
Hansen Saxbe

Cotton Hruska Tower
Curtis Miller Williams, Del.
Dole Pearson

NOT VOTING—13
Anderson Gravel Sparkman
Cannon Mathias Symington
Cook McCarthy Thurmond
Cranston Mundt

So Mr. LONG'S amendment, as amended,
was agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, when I
was out of the Chamber engaged in a tel-
ephone conversation, the vote was taken
on the social security increase amend-
ment. I did not have the opportunity to
have a colloquy with the Senator from

'Louisiana on the amendment.
It Is a fact that there are pension plans,

private business pension plans, which re-
duce the amount the pensioner receives
if there Is a social security increase. And
there is considerable complaint by work-
ers that all they get is a washout.

Mr.,President, I was going to submit an
amendment to the bill to deal with the
problem. I realize that there is no real
basis in the facts before the Senate at
this time. Yet we have this information
from correspondence and complaints.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment to which I have
just referred may be printed at this
point In the RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

On page S12, between lines 18 and 19,
add the following new section:
"SEC. 901A. Soclsi. SECUETrY BENEFIT IN-

CREASES.

"Add the following new paragraph to sec-
tion 401(a):

"'(11) No decrease in benefits shall become
effective in consequence of any Increase in
the beneftts payable under the Social Secu-
rity Act on or after January 1, 1970; Provided,
That any plan containing a provision for
such a decrease may avoid disqualification
under this paragraph if such decrease is
rescinded within one year after the gffectlve
date of this Act.'"

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator from Louisiana whether he has
heard of the matter in the committee
and whether or not at the next go-
around of the committee or perhaps in
the conference the members will make
some effort to get abreast of the prob-
lem, see how serious It is, and what ought
to be done.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding that there Is a lot of com-
plaint from some labor circles about the
type of private pension arrangement Un-
der which companies reduce their com-
pany penston payments by the amount
of the Social Security Increases. The
problem Is parallel to that which was

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE
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voted on in the Harris amendment. How-
ever, there would undoubtedly be a great
deal of complaint from management if
we sought to correct it as labor feels it
should be corrected.

It is a problem that really should be
studied and looked at in connection with
the social security bill which will come
to us from the House, having in mind not
the 15 percent across-the-board increase
in benefits, but the bill that seeks to go
in depth into the social security program.

I have discussed it with the Senator
and have urged that he not offer his
amendment at this time, but give us an
opportunity to study the matter and
invite those who are affected by it to
be heard and then recommend to the
committee what we think the appropri-
ate answer should be.

It is a complicated problem. There
are very strong arguments to be made
on both sides.

I would like to have the committee
have an opportunity to consider the mat-
ter.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.
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TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969—
AMENDMENTS

* * * * *

* * * * *
AMENDMENT NO. 398

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
Ident, I am submitting this amendment
on behalf of the majority leader and
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myself, to reduce from 62 to 60 the age
at which actuarially reduced social
security would be made available to
eligible Individuals who apply for them.

Under this amendment, which would
become effective at the endof June of
next year, an estimated 3.5 million per-
sons, not otherwise eligible for monthly
benefits under social security, would be-
come Immediately eligible. Of these, an
estimated 35,000 reside in West Virginia.

Of the 3.5 million who would become
eligible, Mr. President, it is further esti-
mated by the Social Security Adminis-
tration that 800,000 persons would ac-
tually appty for these reduced benefits.
About 10,000 of these would be West
Virginians.

The short-range cost effect of adopting
this amendment would approximate $605
million in 'additional benefit payments
during the first 12 months of operation.

That figure does not tell the whole
story, however, because it is the long-
range cost which we need to examine.

The-long-range cost of implementing
my amendment is nothing. The reason
for this Is that individuals who elect to
take reduced benefits at age 60 would
receive the same net amount by the time
of their deaths as they would h'ave been
paid had they started receiving larger
payments at 62 or 65.

Mr. President, I have offered this
amendment on previous occasions and
the Senate has passed it several times.
Unfortunately, it has been knocked out
each time In conference with the House
for reasons best known to Members of
that body. These setbacks have not been
very encouraging, but I do not believe
that they should deter us from making
another try.

It is unusual for the Congress to be in
the position of genuinely helping our old-
er citizens at no additional cost to the
employer or the employee. But this
amendment would allow us to do just
that.

I believe that there are millions of peo-
ple in this country who,. because of fail-
ing health or loss of. employment, are
forced Into retirement earlier than oth-
ers. it is not fair to these people to make
them waft until age 62 for reduced bene-
fits If they need them at age 60 and if
they elect to take further reductions in
the amount of their monthly payments.

The amendment also would offer an
alternative to some individuals who oth-
erwise might be forced to go on welfare
or stand with hat in hand at the gates of
their children.

There is yet another good reason for
enacting this amendment. Presumably,
a number of the persons who otherwise
would voluntarily elect to take benefits
at 60 are currently wage earners. By our
making it possible for them to volun-
tarily retire earlier, their jobs would
thus be vacated and filled by younger
people. This could help somewhat in
alleviating the national unemployment
problem. The question of reducing the
retirement age to 60, therefore, takes on
additional important social aspects.

Mr. President, making actuarially
reduced social security payments avail-
able at age 62 seems such a commonsense
thing to do that I really cannot under-
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stand the obstacles which have been put
in the path in prior years.

Yesterday, we saw some necessary
social security amendments enacted, and
the Senators who voted for those amend-
ments are to be commended. Let us to-
day enact this simple and cost free, but
vital, amendment so that It can truly
be said that, in the year 01' the ABM
and the manned moon landing, Congress
did not forget the Nation's senior
citizens.

Mr. President, 1 ask unanmous con-
sent that the amendment be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the, table and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is at the end of the
bill, add the following new title.
TITLE X—AMENDMENTS TO TIlE SOCIAL

SECURITY ACT
SHOET TITLE

SEC. 1001. This title may be cited as the
"Social Security Retirement Age Amend-
ments of 1969".

ACTUARILY REDUCED BENEFITS

SEC. 1002. (a) (1) Section 202(a) (2) of the
Social Security Act is amended by striking
out "62" wherever it appears therein and In-
serting in lieu thereof "60".

(2) Section 202(b) (1) of such Act is
amended by striking out "62" wherever it ap-
pears therein and inserting in lieu thereof
"60'.

(3) Section 202(c) (1) and (2) of such
Act is amended by striking out "62" wher-
ever it appears therein and inserting in lieu
thereof "60".

(4) (A) Section 202(f) (1) (B), (2), (5), and
(6) is amended by striking out "62" wher-
ever it appears therein and inserting in lieu
thereof "60". -

(B) Section 202(f) (1) (C) of such Act is
amended by striking out "or wes entitled"
and inserting in lieu thereof "or was entitled,

after attainment of age 62,".

(5) (A) Section 202(h) (1) (A) of such Act
is amended by striking out '62" nd insert-
ing in lieu thereof "60".

(B) Section 202(h) (2) (A) of ruch Act is
amended by inserting "subsection (q) and"
after "Except as provided In".

(C) Section 202(h) (2) (B) of such Act is
amended by inserting "subsection (q) and"
after "except as provided in".

(D) Section 202(h) (2) (C) of luch Act is
amended by—

(I) striking out "shall be equal" and in-
serting in lieu thereof "shall, except as pro-
vided in subsection (q), be equal"; and

(II) inserting "and section 202(q)" after
"section 203(8) ".

(b) (1) The first sentence of aection 202
(q) (1) of such Act is amended (A) by strik-
ing out husbands, widow's, or widower's"
and inserting in lieu thereof 'husband's,
widow's, widower's, or parent's", and (B) by
striking out, in subparagraph (A) thereof,
"widow's or wi4ower's" and Inserting In lieu
thereof "widow's, widower's, or parent's".

(2) (A) Section 2o2(q)(3)(A of such
Act is amended (i) by. striking out "hus-
band's, widow's, or widower's" each place It
appears therein and inserting In lieu thereof
"husband's, widow's, widower's, or' parent's",
(II) by striking out "age 62" and inserting
in lieu thereof "age 60", and (iii) by striking
out "wife's or husband's" and Inserting In
lieu thereof "wife's, husband's, or parent's".

(B) Section 202(q)(3)(B) of such Act
is amended by striking out "or husband's"
each place It appears therein an inserting
in lieu thereof ", husband's, widow's, widow-
er's, or parent's".
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(C) Section 202(q) (3) (0) Is amended by
striking out "or widower's" each place it ap-
pears therein and Inserting in lieu thereof
"widower's, or parent's".

(D) Section 202(q)(3)(D) of such Act
is amended by striking out "or widower's"
and Inserting in lieu thereof "widower's, or
parent's".

(E) Section 202(q) (8) (E) of such Act is
amended (1) by striking out "(or would, but
for subsection (e) (1) in the case of a widow
or surviving divorced wife or subsection
(f) (1) in the case of a widower, be) entitled
to a widow or widower's insurance benefit to
which such individual was first entitled for
a month before she or he" and inserting in
lieu thereof "(or would, but for subsection
(e) (1), (f) (1), or (h) (1), be) entitled to a
widow's, widower's, or parent's insurance
benefit to which such Individual was first
entitled for a month before such individual",
(Ii) by striking out "the amount by wb.Ich
such widow's or widower's insurance bene-
fit" and Inserting in lieu thereof "the
amount by which such widow's, widower's,
or parent's insurance benefit", (Iii) by strik-
ing out "over such widow's or widower's In-
surance benefit" and inserting in lieu thereof
"over such widow's widower's, or parent's in-
surance benefit", and (Iv) by striking out
"attained retirement age" each place it ap-
pears therein and Inserting in lieu thereof
"attained age 60 (in the case of a widow or
widower) or attained retirement age (in the
case of a parent)

(F) SectIon 202(q) (3) (F) of such Act is
amended (1) by striking out "(or would, but
for subsection (e) (1) in the case of a widow
or surviving divorced wife or subsection (f)
(1) in the case of a widower, be) entitled to
a widow's or widower's insurance benefit to
which such individual was first entitled for
a month before she or he" and inserting in
lieu thereof "(or would, but for subsection
(e)(l), (f)(l), or (h)(l), be) entitled to a
widow's, widower's, or parents' insurance
benefit for which such individual was first
entitled for a month before such individual",
(ii) by striking out "the amount by which
such widow's or widower's insurance benefit"
and inserting In lieu 'thereof "the amount by
which such widow's, widower's, or parent's
Insurance benefit", (iii) by striking out
"over such widow's insurance benefit" and
inserting in lieu thereof "over such widow's,
widower's, or parent's Insurance benefit", (Iv)

by striking out "62" and inserting In lieu
thereof "60", and (v) by striking out "at-
tained retirement age" each place it appears
therein and inserting In lieu thereof "at-
tained age 60 (in the case of a widow or
widower) or attained retirement age (in the
case of a parent) ".

(G) Section 202(q) (3) (G) of such Act Is
amended by striking out "62" and inserting
in lieu thereof "60".

(3) Section 202(q) (5) (B) of such Act is
amended by striking out "62" and inserting
In lieu thereof "60".

(4) Section 202(q) (6) of such Act is
amended (I) by striking out "husband's, wid-
ow's, or widower's" and inserting In lieu
thereof "husband's, widow's, widower's, or
parent's", and (ii) by striking out, in clause
(III), "widow's or widower's" and inserting
in lieu thereof "widow's, widower's, or
parent's".

(5) Section 202(q)(7) of such Act is
amended—

(A) by striking out 'husband's, widow's,
or widower's" and inserting In lieu thereof
"husband's, widow's, widower's, or parent's";
and

(B) by striking out, in subparagraph (E),
"widow's or widower's" and inserting In lieu

thereof "widow's, widower's, or parent's".
(6) Section 202(q)(9) of such Act is

amended by striking out "widow's or wid-
ower's" and inserting in lieu thereof "wid-
ow's, widower's, or parent's".

(c)(l) The heading to section 202(r) of
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such Act is amended by striking out "Wife's
or Husband's" and inserting in lieu thereof
"Wife's, Husband's, Widow's, Widower's, or
Parent's".

(2) (A) Section 202(r) (1) of such Act is
amended (1) by striking out "wife's or hus-
band's" the first place it appears therein and
inserting in lieu thereof 'wife's, husband's,
widow's, widower's, or parent's", and (ii) by
inserting immediately before the period at
the end thereof the following: ", or for wid-
ow's, widowers's, or parent's insurance bene-
fits but only if such first month occurred
before such individual attained age 62".

(B) Section 202(r) (2) of such Act is
amended by striking out "wife or husband's"
ad inserting in lieu thereof "wife's, hus-
band's, widow's, widower's, or parent's".

(d) Section 214(a) (1) of such Act Is
amended by striking out subparagraph (A),
by redesignating subpragraphs (B) and (C)
as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respectively,
and by inserting the following new subpara-
graphs (A) and (B):
"(A) in the case of a woman who has

died, the year in which she died or (if earlier)
the year in which she attained age 62,

"(B) in the case of a woman who has not
died, the year in which she attained (or
would attain) age 62,".

(e)(1) Section 215(b) (3) of such Act is
amended by striking out subparagraph (A),
by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and
(C) as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respec-
tively, and by inserting the following new
subparagraphs (A) and (B):

"(A) in the case of a wonian who has
died, the year in which she died or, if it
occurred earlier but after 1960, the year in
which she attained age 62,

"(B) in the case of a woman who has not
died, the year occurring after 1960 in which
she attained (or would attain) age 62,".

(2) Section 215(f)(5) of such Act is
amended (A) by inserting after "attained
age 65," the following: "or in the case of a
woman who became entitled to such benefits
and died before the month in which she
attained age 62,"; (B) by striking out "his"
each place it appears therein and inserting
in lieu thereof "his or her"; and (C) by strik-
Ing out "he" each place after the first place
it appears therein and inserting In lieu there-
of "he or she".

(f)(1) Section 216(b) (3) of such Act is
amended by striking out "62" and inserting
in lieu thereof "60".

(2) Section 216(c) (6) (A) of such Act is
amended by striking out "62" and inserting
in lieu thereof "60".

(3) Section 216(f) (3) (A) of such Act Is
amended by striking out "62" and inserting
in lieu thereof "60",

(4) SectIon 216(g) (6) (A) of such Act is
amended by striking out "62" and inserting
in lieu thereof "60".

(g) (1) Section 202(q) (5) (A) of such Act
is amended by striking out "No wife's in-
surance benefit" and inserting in lieu there-
of "No wife's insurance benefit to which a
wife is entitled".

(2) Section 202(q) (5) (C) of such Act is
amended by striking Out "woman" and in-
serting in lieu thereof "wife",

(3) Section 202(q) (6) (A) (I) (II) of such
Act is amended (A) by striking out "wife's
insurance benefit" and inserting in lieu
thereof "wife's Insurance benefit to which a
wife is entitled", and (B) by striking out
"or" at the end and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: "or in the case of a wife's In-
surance benefit to which a divorced wife is
entitled, with the first day of the first month
for which such individual is entitled to such
benefit, or".

(4) Section 202(q) (7) (B) of such Act is
amended by striking out "wife's insurance
benefits" and inserting in lieu thereof "wife's
insurance benefits to which a wife is esl-
titled".
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(h) Section 224(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out "62" and inserting in lieu
thereof "80".

Ssc, 1003. The amendments made by this
title shall apply with respect to monthly
benefits under title II of the Social Security
Act for months after December 1969, but
only on the basis of applications for such
benefits filed after September 1969,

SEC. 1004. Section 8332 (j) of title 5 of the
United States Code is amended by striking
"individual, widow," In the first sentence
and substituting in lieu thereof "Individual
is at least 62 years of age, or if his widow".

* * * * *

December 6, 1969
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TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969
The Senate resumed the consideration

o the bill (H.R. 13270), the Tax Reform
Act of 1969.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. H0L-
LINGS in the chair). The Senator from
Hawaii Is recognized.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment 319.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On
page 370, beginning on line 23, strike out
all through line 7, page 377 (sectIon 515,
committee amendment).

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. PACK-
WOOD) and the Senator from South Car-
olina (Mr. HOLLINGS) be added as co-
sponsors of my amendment.

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

Mr. INOUYE. Today I wish to speak
in behalf of my amendment to H.R.
13270 which would delete section 515 of
the Senate Finance Committee version
of the Tax Reform Act. SectIon 515 re-
lates to profit-sharing plans.

Section 515 of the Senate bill would
have the following effects: First, dis-
tributions to employees would be taxed
at ordinary income rates upon distribu-
tion in an amount equal to employer
contributions after 1969; second, em-
ployers' contributions after 1969 toward
the purchase of the employers' securities
would be taxed at ordinary income rates
upon distribution to the employee in an
amount equal to the cost basis of con-
tributions; and third, It establishes a
special 5-year "forward" averaging
method for the ordinary income part of
a lump-sum distribution. 11 believe that
these provisions would destroy valuable
incentives upon which our business firms
and their employees rely, and I urge that
the Senate strike out this entire section
of the bill.

Upon present law, an employer who es-
tablishes a qualified employee pension,
profit-sharing, stock bonus, or annuity
plan Is permitted to deduct his contribu-
tions to the trust, moreover, income
earned by the trust Is exempt from tax
if the employee trust is exempt. Upon re-
tirement the employee who receives an-
nual benefit payments Is taxed at ordi-
nary income rates. The exception to this
rule is the payment of the benefits in a
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lump sum distribution from the plan, in
which case the payment is taxed as a
long-term capItal gain. I am particularly
concerned that this highly successful
feature of profit-sharing plans will be
adversely affected by the changes pro-
posed in section 515.

The Committee on Finance decided
during its deliberations to deny such fa-
vorable capital gains treatment to lump
sum distributions on the grounds that
they are in reality deferred compensa-
tion at more favorable tax rates than
other compensation received for simliar
services. It was noted In the committee
report that taxpayers with adjusted gross
Incomes In excess of $50,000 gain more
and that there have been a number of
distributions of over $800,000.

It cannot be denied that there prob-
ably are individuals who receive large
distributions at favorable rates. How-
ever, it must be noted that tax exempt
profit-sharing plans are not inequitable.
An profits are distributed on a nondis-
criminatory basis, from janitor to presi-
dent, because of the regulations which
govern qualification as a tax exempt
profit sharing plan. Furthermore, a sur-
vey made In 1968 showed that 90 percent
of the lump sum distributions made in-
volved distributions of less than $30,000
and that almost 70 percent feel In the
range of from $500 to $10,000. Far from
being a device for the rich, lump sum
distributions affect millions of members
in all income groups.

Since 1942, when the provision giving
long-term capital gains treatment to
lump sum distributions was added to the
code, over 80,000 companies have adopted
deferred tax-qualified profit-sharing pro-
grams, covering over 5 million employees.
More than 10,000 of these plans were es-
tablished In 1968 alone. Clearly profit-
sharing plans are popular with both em-
ployers and employees, and their con-
tinued growth is a clear affirmation of
their success.

It has been aUeged that distributions
are actually deferred compensation and
ought to be treated as ordinary income.
However, this Is not usually the case.
Most corporations consider profit shar-
ing as additional incentive and make
their distributions In addition to ordi-
nary compensation and benefits. Arti-
cle II, section 1 of the constitution and
bylaws of the council of profit-sharing
industries makes it clear that its con-
cept of profit sharing Is a procedure for
payment in addition to prevailing rates
of pay.

Lump sum distributions from qualif,-
ing profit-sharing plans are further dis-
tinguished from simple deferred com-
pensation, or ordinary income, by the
fact tiat it is risk capital. After the
employer makes his contribution, it is
the employee alone who is affected by
changes in the investment of the con-
tribution. Thus any number of factors,
including Inflation and bad stock or
bond markets, could severely reduce the
amount an employee would ultimately
receive. Since the individual employee
has no direct control over the invest-
ment of the funds, It would be errone-
ous to call It deferred compensation.
Rather, the contributions have been In-

vested in a manner that would ordinar-
ily yield capital gains treatment.

Furthermore, the proposed change is
defective because the distributions rep-
resent "bunched income' which has ac-
cumulated over a period of years, per-
haps an entire working lifetime. The
committee's answer is a complex amend-
ment permitting averaging the gross
"ordinary income" less the amount re-
ceived during the year as compensation
and less the capital gains after one has
passed the age of 59 1/2 in the year of
distribution. This method still ignores
the fact that averaging could push an
elderly employee into a tax bracket
higher than the level at which t;he con-
tributions were originally made.

I have been advised there are over 40
steps involved in determining what the
tax will be.

Apart from the claims of equity, there
is another compelling reason why we
should not tamper with the tax treat-
ment of profit-sharing plans. Three
decades ago a subcommittee of the com-
mittee on Finance found that profit shar-
ing contributes to haimonious labor-
management relations and to labor peace
and contentment. This astute observa-
tion is no less true today. Profit sharing
enables employees to share in the fruits
of the corporations for which they work.
Where equity participation is not possi-
ble because the business is a partnership
or close corporation profit sharing gives
employees a valuable and substantive
stake In the soundness of the business.
Through profit sharing an employee is
afforded an opportunity to share in the
benefits of ownership and to accumulate
funds for his retirement or his bene-
ficiaries. It Is, I believe, an intelligent
response of the free enterprise system to
demand for participation in the profits
of one's business.

I fear that any change in the status of
employer contributions may retard the
further growth of plans. Taxation of
lump-sum distributions at ordinary rates
may diminish the attractiveness of these
plans and discourage further participa-
tion in them. I believe that profit sharing
is a valuable financial incentive that
must be preserved. I urge my colLeagues
who share piy interest in the continued
viability of profit-sharing plans to join
me in this amendment to strike cut sec-
tion 515 of the tax reform bill.

Mr. President, in closing, I wish to
briefly discuss the revenue effects of the
proposed change. At the outset, it is esti-
mated that the revised method of taxa-
tion would produce less than $2.5 mil-
lion of additional revenue in the year
1970, and in 1971 It is estimated that $5
million of additional revenue would be
produced; and by 1979 it is estimated
$50 mifflon of additional revenue would
be produced.

While this Is intended to be a tax re-
form bill practical considerations which
may outweigh the modest revenue re-
coupment, under lump sum distribution,
cannot be Ignored because Increased bur-
dens which would be cast on the tax col-
lecting agency must be balanced against
any estimated revenue gains which might
result from the changed method of tax-
ation. I really believe the Increased ad-

ministrative costs might eliminate all the
revenue gained and lead to a net revenue
loss.

The committee, In estimating these
additional revenues, naturally assumed
that all of the profit sharing plans in
effect today would continue in effect. I
am convinced, with this amendment, it
would serve as a damper to these plans
and discourage not only further develop-
ment of plans but close up present plans.

In view of the great care otherwise ex-
ercised to see that revenue cutting por-
tions of the bill are matched by revenue
increases, this possibility should not be
ignored.

Therefore, Dnce again I urge my col-
leagues who share my interest in the con-,
tinued liability of profit-sharing plans to
join me in this amendment to strike sec-
tion 515 of the tax reform bill.
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TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill (H.R. 13270), the
Tax Reform Act of 1969.

The PRLSIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr/Pres-
ident, I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.

President the Treasury strongly sup-
ports section 515 of the Tax Reform Act
as reported by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. This provision would deny capi-
tal gains treatment—on a prospective
basis only—for the portion of a lump-
sum distribution from a qualified pen-
sion or profit-sharing plan to the extent
it consists of contributions by the em-
ployer. To prevent distortLion in tax lia-
bility which might result from Includ-
ing several years Income In the gross In-
come of 1 taxable year, this provision
contains a special averaging provision.

The Treasury believes that employer
contributions to a pension or profit-
sharing plan should be treated as ordi-
nary income. Such amounts are com-
pensation for services rendered. They do
not cease to be compensation and are
accumulated in a tax-exempt trust for
the benefit of the empkyees.

There have been statements circulating
recently to the effect that this provision
will result in a tax increase for recipients
of relatively small distributions and a
tax decrease for recipients of large dis-
tributions. These statements are incor-
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rect. In fact, most recipients of rela-
tively small distributions, that is, $20,-
000 or less—would have a smaller tax
liability than they now hthze with capital
gain treatment because of the favorable
avethging rule provided. High paid cor-
porate executives will generally have a
greater tax liability. This demonstrates
that capital gain treaments is inappro-
priate as an averaging device in that it
has uneven effects depending upon in-
come size. A 5-year average as proposed
in the bill provides the same type of
averaging benefit to all taxpayers, -re-
gardless of income size.

The Treasury believes that existing
law provides an unwise incentive for em-
ployees to elect lump-sum distributions
from pension and profit-sharing plans to
obtain capital gains treatment; aside
from this tax benefit it would normally
be in their best interest to receive pe-
riodic distributions. Section 515 of the
bill will tend to remove this unwise in-
centive. This will strengthen the effec-
tiveness of the private pension system
in providing for the continuing needs of
employees after retirement.

Mr. President, there is $55 million in-
volved in the pending amendment and, if
agreed to, it would mean one more step
backward from the so-called tax reform
which has been approved by the commit-
tee and strongly endorsed by the Treas-
ury Department.

To summarize, I point to existing law,
where the employer's contribution to the
private pension plans, -plus all apprecia-
tion thereon, as a result of the invest-
ment, is and can be accepted as a lump-
sum payment and receive favorable capi-
tal gains treatment. Under the commit-
tee bill, we would provide that the em-
ployer's contribution would be subject to
regular, normal income tax, but that the
capital gains treatment would apply
only to the appreciation in the invest-
ment of the contributions.. I certainly
think that this is one loophole we should
close. By all means, I hope that the
amendment will be rejected.

I say again that there is $55 million
involved. If we keep whittling away here,
there will soon be nothing left.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. Is it not true that the

way the committee handled this item was
to make it prospective and operational?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. MILLER. So that those who -will
retire, let us say, next January or Feb-
ruary, would find no change whatever in-
sofar as their lump sum payment is con-
cerned and as to how the tax law would
handle it over, what is now the case.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator is correct. This is completely pro-
spective only, but it is a correction long
overdue in the Revenue Code.

Mr. MILLER. Is it not true that espe-
ctally in a case of the employee with a
farily long term of service, the great
bulk of the lump sum payment is at-
tributable to the accumulation in a tax-
free trust rather than to payments made
by an employer as a contribution to the
trust in previous years?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. MILLER. Is it not true that the
committee's action leaves the capital
gains at least on the great bulk of the
payout alone?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.
That should be subject to capital gain
because it is capital appreciation the
same as it would be if it was a private
investment. But on the other hand, the
employer's contribution to the pension
fund is a part of the income of the in-
dividual and even though it is deferred
income it should be taxed at regular
rates. The committee bill also provides
an averaging provision so it does not
hit him in the high bracket all in 1

year.
Mr. MILLER. In the case of the situa-

tion where the emplOyee has made a con-
tribution down through the years, as well
as the employer, that portion of the
lump-sum payment which is attributable
to the employee's own contribution is
merely a return of income which he has
previously paid taxes on and is not taxed
at all under the committee bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That
is true. It is not taxed either under exist-
ing law or in the Finance Committee
bill.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from Delaware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I personal-
ly voted to support the position taken
by the distinguished Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. INouYE) in committee. I
would have felt constrained to stay with
the committee position except for the
fact that members of the committee have
been voting on the merits of these mat-
ters as they felt about the matter in the
committee. I believe this does involve
a Sears & Roebuck retirement plan,
does it not, I ask the Senator?

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator is correct.
Mr. LONG. Many people who have

such retirement plans working In States
to the north, east, and west of us are
planning and hoping, when they earn
their retirement, to take a lump sum set-
tlement, pay a capital gains on it and
then move to warmer climates, such as
Florida, or perhaps Louisiana, or Cali-
fornia, or Hawaii—where climates are
not so harsh on elderly people and they
may live out their remaining years in
modest comfort. -

To tax this settlement as ordinary in-
come does impose a considerable burden
upon them, without involving a great
deal of tax revenue, and it causes very
much inconvenience to a lot of people
who are planning to retire and move to
some other place from where they
worked; is that not correct?

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct.

Mr. LONG. I have talked to people
involved in this Sears & Roebuck pen-
sion plan, and I do not really regard it
as a loophole, where people have earned
their retirement over a long -period of
time, that they are permitted to have
capital gains treatment. I think that,
while perhaps some people might receive
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an undue tax advantage, the over-
whelming bulk of the people affected are
those with modest means, who work hard
for the retirement benefits to which they
are entitled, and I would, therefore, very
much dislike-to see capital gain treat-
ment taken away from them. Thus, I
shall vote for the Senator's amendment.

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, with reference to the effect
of this amendment, I would like toread
some figures given in the President's
1963 tax message relating to a proposal
to deal with this problem. These are ac-
tual cases where employees received very
large lump-sum distributions and gained
the benefit of the low capital gains tax
on these distributions.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
listing these lump-sum distributions be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

1. The following lump-sum distributions
were received under the pension plan of
Employer M within the period from 1954 to
1960

2. The following lump-sum distributions
were received under the proat-sharing plan
of Employer N during the years 1960 through
1962:

Amount
Employee A_. $800, 000
Employee B 400,000
Employee 0-. 365,000

During 1962, over 10 employees received
lump-sum distributions of $200,000 or more
under this profit-sharing plan.

3. A lump-sum distribution of $843,000
was received under the pension plan of Em-
ployer 0 in 1959.

4. A lump-sum distribution of $332,348
was received under the pension plan of Em-
ployer P in 1961.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, this table, which as I said, is
derived from information in the Presi-
dent's 1963 tax message shows one em-
ployee receive a lump-sum distribution of
$524,164. Another employee received
$503,670. Yet another employee received
$428,617, and so forth on down the line.

I think the Senate should be aware of
what we are voting on here. We are deal-
ing with large benefits for certain in-
dividuals who are deferring their salary
income and who under present law only
pay a tax at capital gains rates when
they receive that deferred income. This
is one of the loopholes that preceding
Presidents as well as the present Presi-
dent, have recommended should be cor-
rected. The committee's bill does deal
with the loopholes.

I hope the amendment which would
strike the reform from the bill will lYe
defeated.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, about $10
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Employee A.
Employee B
Employee C...
Employee D
Employee E
Employee F..
Employee 0

Amount
$524, 164
503, 670
428, 617
342, 280
335, 647
314, 556
283, 643
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million is involved in this amend-
£nent—

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The orig-
inal estimate was $5 million in 1971, $10
milUon in 1972 and $55 million ulti-
mately.

Mr. LONG. I am advised that about
$10 million is involved in this amend-
ment.

Mr. President, in the bill we have in-
creased the capital gains tax from a 25
percent tax up to. a 37½ percent tax. So
the capital gains tax, by virtue of this
bill, becomes a graduated income tax. To
be sure, it is not a graduated income tax
going up as high as the tax on ordinary
Income, but now we have it, by vote of the
Senate, up to 37½ percent.

So if one who is making a substan-
tial Income receives a lump sum distribu-
tion from a pension plan, he would have
under the bill a substantial increase in
tax on the lump sum distribution by vir-
tue of what we have done in increasing
the capital gains tax rates—the top
rate, in fact, is Increased by 50 percent.

That being the case, it would seem to
me that th people who were retiring
under the Sears, Roebuck or Proctor &
Gamble retirement plans would have
their taxes increased substantially, any-
way.

I tend to agree with the Senator from
Hawaii. I do not like to see these people
taxed more than others. It may be that
my opinion may put me at variance with
others, but I find myself in sympathy
with these people who want to retire and
move to a pleasant climate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Iowa. On this question,
the yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
sON), the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
BYRD), the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. BYRD) , the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE), and the Sena-
tor from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), and the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER)
are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON), and the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BYRD) would each vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
Is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MTThrDT) Is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SCHWEIKER) and the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily
absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS) is paired with the Sena-
tor from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Alaska would vote "yea" and the Sena-
tor from Arizona would vote "nay."

IN0UYE'S amendment was

Mr. INOTJYE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
* * * * *
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The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 37, as follows:

INo. 189 Leg.)
TEAS—50

Bayh Hruska Packwood
Bible Hughes Pastore
Brooke Inouye Pearson
Cranston. Jackson Percy
Curtis Javits Prouty
Dodd Jordan, NC. Randolph
Dominick Long Smith, Maine
Eagleton Magnuson Smith, Ill.
Eastland Mansfield Sparkman
Ervin Mccarthy Spong
Fong McClellan Stennis
Gravel McGee Talmadge
Griffin McIntyre Thurmond
Gurney Metcalf Tower
Hatfield Montoya Tydings
Holland Murphy Young, Ohio
Hollings Muskie

NAYS—37
Aiken Fannin Nelson
Aliott Fulbright Pell
Baker Goodell Proxmire
Bellmon Gore Ribicoff
Bennett Hansen Russell
Boggs Harris Saxbe
Burdick Hart Scott
Case Hartke Williams, N.J.
Church Jordan, Idaho Williams, Del.
Cook Mathias Yarborough
Cooper McGovern Young, N. Dak.
Cotton Miller
Dole Moss

NOT VO'flNG—13
Allen Ellender Schweiker
Anderson Goldwater Stevens
Byrd, Va. Kennedy Symington
Byrd. W. Va. Mondale
Cannon Mundt

So Mr.
agreed to.
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CHILD'S INSUPJu.CE BENESTFS

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment at the desk and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr. Moss) proposes an
amendment:

On page 514 after line 6 insert section 903:
'(a) sectIon 152 of the Internai Revenue

Code of 1954 (relatIng to definition of de-
pendent) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

"'(f) CHILD'S INSURANCE BENEFiTS PAm UN-
DER SOCIAL SECURITY ACT—For purposes of
subsection (a), amounts received by an in-
dividual as a child's insurance benefit under
sectIon 202(d) of the Social Security Act
shall not be taken into account in determin-
ing whether such lnciividuai received more
than half of his support from the taxpayer.'

"(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply to taxable years ending On
or after the date of the enactment of this
Act."

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the amend-
ment is not numbered. It is a measure
that was pending to the social security
bill. I include it here because it logically
belongs here, I believe.

This has to do with the income that
a child is entitled to by reason of a so-
cial security benefit. A child's social se-
curity benefits are considered to be the
child's own contribution to his support.
And in a lower income family, that may
cover a substantial part of that child's
expenses.

That child's mother or father must,
therefore, keep detailed records of ex-
penditures for each child in order to
claim dependency. And this is sometimes
very difficult to do.

So, in order to help widows and widow-
ers in these circumstances, I have offer-
ed an amendment which would allow the
taxpayer to disregard the child's benefit
payments as far as determining whether
the child could be claimed as a depend-
ent.

The impact of the amendment is not
great. And the amount of money involved
is not great. However, it does impose a
very onerous burden on many families.

This is nearly always the circumstance
where a widow or widower is involved.
The only way a child would receive bene-
fits under social security would be to have
a parent die and therefore be entitled to
some social security.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MOSS. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Is the Senator's amend-

ment printed?
Mr. MOSS. Yes, it is printed and is at

the desk. I do not have it printed and
distributed, no.

Mr. CURTIS. It is in writing, but it is
not printed?

Mr. MOSS. It was printed as a bill
that I had introduced earlier, and now
that language is stated as a proposed sec-
tion in the tax bill.

Mr. CURTIS. Will the Senator state
again just what his amendment would
do?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, may we
have an order?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MATHIAS in the chair). Senators will take
their seats. The Senate will be in order.

Mr. MOSS. This amendment provides
that when a child is entitled to some so-
cial security benefit of a deceased
mother or father, the taxpayer with
whom he lives is relieved of the burden
of keeping an accounting of all the vari-
ous expenses that gd into maintaining
that child, and the taxpayer does not
have to count the social security as
against it.

Under present circumstances, the tax-
payer must prove that he contributed 51
percent or more to the support of the
child, in order to take the child as a de-
pendent on his tax return. This amend-
ment would simply relieve him of that
burden as to the money the child is get-
ting as a social security benefit.

The amount involved is not great. The
problem it poses for many rather poor
families is great, and I have received
many letters about it over a considerable
period of time.

The purpose is to relieve the taxpayer
of accounting for, the social security pay-
ment that comes to the child, in deter-
mining whether or not the taxpayer con-
tributed 51 percent. As we all know, it is
difficult, anyway, to account for exactly
what it costs to support a child—how
much of the rental of the house, how
much of the food that is consumed, the
cost of his clothes, the cost of his toys,
and all the other things. This would
simplify the procedure. Therefore, I
think it is a meritorious amendment,
and I. ask that it be adopted.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MOSS. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Can the Senator give us

an idea of the range in dollars of benefits
paid to children? I take it that this would
be benefits paid by reason of the death of
a parent.

Mr. MOSS. That is correct. This is the
dependent's benefit that comes because
of the death of a parent.

Mr. CURTIS. Is it not true that the
benefit is paid to the surviving parent?

Mr. MOSS. If the child has a guardian
and he is a minor, so far as actual ac-
counting for it is concerned, there is a
guardian. But the amount involved Is
relatively small for each child. The child
might get $50 or $40 or some such
amount per month.

What I am trying to do is to get relief
from a rather onerous tax return burden.

Mr. CURTIS. I wish the Senator would
refresh my mind as to how high a child's
benefit goes. The Senator from Nebraska
does not have that figure before him. It is
conceivable that many of these benefits
are small and that the taxpayer would be
saved from an onerous occounting sys-
tem. On the other hand, it may be that
the benefit is sufficient so that totally it
pays or nearly pays for the support of the
child. I do not know, but I shall find out.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MOSS. I yield?
Mr. PASTORE. Is it not a fact that the

present procedure, more than anything
else, amounts to a nuisance? So far as
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dollars and cents are concerned, this is
not the significant issue nor is it the ques-
tion here. Under the present law, any
time a child receives any benefit—and
rarely will it exceed $600 a year—per-
force, the individual who claims that de-
pendency must show by documentary
proof that he has contributed more than
51 percent to that child's sustenance dur-
ing that year. Is that correct.

Mr. MOSS. That is correct.
Mr. PASTORE. How can one measure

the water that the child drank, the elec-
tricity he used? This is impossible. It is
merely a nuisance; that is all It amounts
to. I am surprised that it is even in the
law.

Mr. MOSS. This happens very fre-
quently in low-income families, where the
nuisance is compounded in trying to com-
pute the amount.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the com-
mittee feels duty bound to oppose the
proposed amendment.

The claiming of a foster child as a
dependent is a question that has given
a great deal of concern to the Internal
Revenue Service and the Department of
the Treasury. It is true that if a foster
parent claims a child for a dependent,
consideration must be given to the social
security benefits which that child re-
ceives. One simple way for the foster
parent to avoid the necessity of keeping
the records and making the records
available is not to claim the dependency.

We argued a good deal about the level
of personal exemption. Perhaps we did
not make it high enough. But if this
amendment is adopted, it would be pos-
sible for a nonblood guardian to claim
one, two, three, or several children as
dependents, even though he might make
no more than a $1 contribution to their
support.

So, agreed that the present system is
vexatious to some people, nevertheless,
the possibility of a considerable inequity
would be created. The committee feels
that if one claims a personal exemption
for a dependency, that dependency
should be reduced by the contribution to
that child's upkeep that comes from so-
cial security sources. It might be that
the social security would be as much as
$1,000 a year. Yet, the foster parent, by
contributing $1, could claim an exemp-
tion of $800 from his own income.

Mr. Ct)RTrS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, there

may be some cases in which some relief
ought to be granted; but I think this is
a matter that should be considered when
social security Is considered and hear-
ings' are held. It could well be that there
are some, situations in which what the
distinguished Senator from Utah is try-
ing to do ought to be done. But a number
of factors are involved here.

In the first place, social securltjr in-
come for the purpose of taxation is not
income. It is free of tax and has been all
through the years.

I do not know what the effect of this
amendment wbuid be in case the surviv-
ing parent is left with three or four
youngsters, all Of whom are drawing
benefits.
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I would be very reluctant to oppose

the amendment, for humanitarian rea-
sons. I think that a child who has lost k
parent should have every break there is,
but I am thoroughly convinced that to
do justice in this situation the matter
should be explored in hearings and pre-
sented when we have social security leg-
islation.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I shall yield in just a
moment.

Mr. President, I join the Senator from
Nebraska in the views he has just ex-
pressed, and I join him also in suggesting
to the able author of the amendment
that when we have hearings on the social
security bill the committee would care-
fully go into the matter.

Mr. CURTIS. I would be willing to
make that a pledge.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the Senator from Tennessee
and the Senator from Nebraska have just
expressed the thought I was going to
make. I think, as the Senator from Rhode
Island has pointed out, there is an in-
equity here that needs to be dealt with,
but I am afraid the proposal before us
could be subject to possible abuse.

I think with proper committee hear-
ings and study consideration could be
given to this matter. I would join in say-
ing that as a member of the committee
we will give it study and try to work out
some solution.

The Senator from Tennessee points out
that it would be possible, where someone
was receiving $800 to $1,000 a year in
benefits to support the child, for that
person to contribute as little as $1 or $5
for the support of the child and stiil
claim the child as an exemption. Perhaps
that is not the intention of the Senator
from Utah. I think there probably is a
way to prevent that and to achieve the
objective he seeks to achieve.

Mr. President, I join the chairman in
a pledge that we will give this matter our
attention and try to come up with a
solution.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, we are
dealing with a bill that is loaded with
favoritism. There is no question about it.
One who has exemplified that more
dramatically than anybody else on the
floor of the Senate has been the Senator
from Tennessee. Look how picayune they
are in this situation. You are saying if a
widow is left with three children and she
collects social security benefits for each
one, just a small amount at best—and we
are talking about a widow—a widow, be-
fore she claims a child as a dependent, if
she has a little bit of a job on the side
earning a little income, because her hus-
band left her and she is supporting the
three young children, has to document
the fact that she contributed more than
50 percent to support them. We are
picayune.

Foster parents are raid by the State.
They cannot claim the benefits because
they are being paid by the State. We are
talking about widows. I am familiar with
a dozen situations in my State where
widows were left penniless, where they
might have a little job in a department
store and get $50 a month for each child;
but at the end of the year they would

have to document the fact that they con-
tributed more than 50 percent.

We have all of this dillydallying about
adjusting this matter when we are load-
ing the bill with a 23-percent oil deple-
tion allowance, benefits for this group,
benefits for that group; and yet, we will
not take care of that widow this after-
noon. I am ashamed, really ashamed.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, we are not
talking about widows here, although that
is a favorite subject and I am very sym-
pathetic to it.

Suppose this widow remarries and she
has three, four, or five children, and that
from social security there is a consider-
able contribution for their ufleep. This
measure would set up the legal possi-
bility that a foster parent who has not
legally adopted the children—

Mr. PASTORE. But who is supporting
them.

Mr. GORE (continuing). Might be
supporting them to the extent of $1 a
year—

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. No; I will not yield just
now.

Mr. PASTORE. Very well.
Mr. GORE. The Senator is talking

about widows. I am talking about some-
one who is married. The former
widow—

Mr. PASTORE. I will answer that
question.

Mr. GORE. The Senator said this is
picayune. It is not picayune.

This is a principle which is proposed to
be established in a tax law making it
possible for one to claim a personal ex-
emption, the full exemption for the sup-
port of a child when, as a matter of fact,
the person might actually be making only
a miniscule contribution toward the sup-
port of the child.

This is not a large item; no large
amount is involved, and I do not wish to
take a great amount of time to debate
it. However, it is a principle that is
wrong. Let the committee, when it has
hearings on the social security, examine
this matter carefully and then recom-
mend a decision to the Senate.

Mr. MOSS and Mr. PASTORE ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield first
to the author of the amendment.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I think the
summary of this proposal which has been
given by the able Senator from Rhode
Island puts it in perspective. What we
are talking about is a relatively small
amount of money and a relatively small
group of people. Generally, they are peo-
ple of limited income.

I supported the able Senator from
Tennessee when he fought on the
floor—

Mr. PASTORE. That is right.
Mr. MOSS (continuing). To increase

the personal exemption. A person may
claim from $600 to $800.

Mr. PASTORE. Or $1,000.
Mr. GORE. It should be $1,000.
Mr. COOK. Mr. President, may we

have order?
Mr. MOSS. We have $800. Now we want

to turn around and say that in order to
claim a child, a dependent child who has
a small amount coming under social
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security from a deceased parent, we are
going to force that person to set up an
accounting system whereby he can show
the amount he spends in supporting that
child is greater than the amount the
child got from social security.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I wish to
say to the able Senator that I do not
want to debate this matter for a long
time, but the Senator talks about a small
amounC The amount can be $109 per
month per child. As a matter of fact, on
the average today the children of a de-
ceased worker receive $71 a month. Is the
Senate going to say that $109 a month
can be ignored and that even though the
foster parent makes but a miniscule con-
tribution to the upkeep of that child he
can still claim $800 as an exemption for
each child? I say in principle that is
wrong.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. GORE. I had promised to yield to
the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, what
concerns me has a great bearing on what
the Senator from Utah proposes. The
maximum amount one can receive under
social security for a child is $109 a
month; and that is $1,308 a year. The
average payment made for a child under
social security is $71 a month, which
comes to $852 a year. Itis obvious if $71
is the average, many, many persons are
below the $71 a month.

Mr. COTrON. Mr. President, may we
have order? I am trying to listen to the
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MATHIA5 in the chair). The Senate will
be in order.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I think
all of us realize it takes more than $852
a year to support a child, and a parent
or foster parent would have to make a
substantial contribution.

I would hope the committee would take
this amendment to consider it in confer-
ence. But I think I can sympathize with
the Senator from Tennessee because we
are getting ourselves Into the same posi-
tion we did when we discussed the Byrd-
Mansfield amendment. The Senate Is
going to have to wrestle with a complete
review of the Social Security system. It
seems that will take place, as far as this
body is concerned, sometime next May or
June. I know that members of the Com-
mittee on Finance will go Into this matter
thoroughly. However, I do wish to say
there is a great deal of merit in what the
Senator from Utah advocates, To my
knowledge this is the first time It has
been called to the attention of the Sen-
ate. It has been overlooked and con-
sideration should be given to what the
Senator from Utah advocates because It
has much merit.

Mr. MOSS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, will the Senator from

Tennessee yield?
Mr. GORE. I yield.
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I simply

want to ask this question. What is the
poverty level now that has been set as
the official poverty level In this country
below which the family income should
not fall?

Mr. GORE. I believe, for a family of 4,
It is $3,600.
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Mr. MOSS. If we compare the $71 av-
erage that the children get under social
security, we can see that no one will be
lifted out of the poverty level by having
the contribution to a child come into the
family income. The onerous obligation of
itemizing and trying to justify all the
expenses of a child will not be worth the
amount of money involved. Therefore, I
think we should have this provision in
the tax bill, to say that that may be
ignored in filling out a tax return for a
family whose mother is usually a widow.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, 1 wish to
close by saying that I did not think and
do not now think that an $800 exemp-
tion is sufficient. I was happy that the
Senate supported that much, however,
inadequate it is. But here is an amend-
ment offered to make a special provision.
It would be the only place in the law
I know of in which we would allow a tax-
payer to claim full exemption for the
support of a child when, as a matter of
fact, the degree of support could be
minuscule. I think this is a bad prin-
ciple, but I do not wish to take the time
of the Senate further. Let the Senate
work its will.

The PRESiDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss).

As many as favor the amendment will
say "aye."

As many as oppose the amendment
will say "no."

The "noes" appear to have it.
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I call

for a division.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. A divi-

sion is called for. As many as favor the
amendment will rise and stand until
counted. (After a pause.) Those who op-
pose the amendment will rise and stand
until counted.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President—
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask

for the yeas and nays.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.

President, regular order.
Mr. ALLOTT. Regular order, Mr.

President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the

Senator from Rhode Island withdraw
his request for the call of a quorum?

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, tem-
porarily, I do. I ask for the yeas and nays
on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESiDING OFFICER. The yeas

and nays on this amendment having
been ordered, the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-

nounce that the Senator from New Mex-
ico (MrS ANDERSON), the Senator from
Virginia (Mr. BYRD), the Senator from
Florida (Mr. HOLLAND), the Senator
rom Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY),
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and the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
SYMINOTON) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), the Sen-
ator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), and
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLEN-
DER) are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. ELLENDER) would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON) is paired with the Sen-
ator from Florida (Mr. HOLLAND). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Nevada would vote "yea" and the Sen-
ator from Florida would vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DOMINICK), the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SCHWEIKER) and the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are neces-
sarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK), and the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
would each vote "nay."

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 41, as follows:

So Mr. Moss' amendment was agreed
to.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
* * * * *

December 8, 1969

Bayh
Bible
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, W. Va.
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Cotton
Cranston
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Belimon
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Anderson
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YEAS—46

Hatfield Muskie
Hollings Nelson
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Inouye Pell
Jackson Prouty
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Magnuson Randolph
McClellan Ribicoff
McGee Sparkman
McGovern Spong
McIntyre Tydings
Metcalf Williams, N.J.
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Montoya Young, Ohio
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Fuibright Pearson
Gore Percy
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Long Talmadge
Mansfield Thurmond
Mathias Tower
McCarthy Williams, Del.
Miller Young, N. Dak.
Packwood

NOT VOTING—13
Ellender Mundt
Goldwater Schweiker
Holland Stevens
Kennedy Symington
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* * * * *
AMENDMENT NO. 398

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I call up amendment No, 3)8 and
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that fur-
ther reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is at the end of the
bill add the following new title:
TITLE X—AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL

SECURITY ACT
SHORT TITLE

SEC. 1001. ThIs title may be cited as the
"Social Security Retirement Age Amend-
ments of 1969".

ACTUARILY REDUCED BENEFITS

SEc. 1002. (a) (1) SectIon 202(a) (2) of the
Social Security Act is amended by striking
out "62" wherever it appears therein and In-
serting In lieu thereof "60".

(2) SectIon 202(b) (1) of such Act Is
amended by striking out "62" wherever It
appears therein and Inserting in lieu thereof
'60".

(3) Section 202(c) (1) and (2) of such Act
Is amended by striking out "62" wherever it
appears therein and Inserting in lieu thereof
'60".

(4)(A) Section 202(f)(1)(B), (2), (5),
and (6) Is amended by striking out "62"
wherever it appears therein and Inserting
In lieu thereof "60".

(B) Section 202(f)(l)(C) of such Act'is
amended by striking out "or was entitled"
and inserting In lieu thereof "or was entitled,
after attainment of age 62."

(5) (A) Section 202(h) (1) (A) of such Act
is amended by striking out "62" and Insert-
ing in lieu theref "60".

(B) Section 202(h) (2) (A) of such Act is
amended by inserting "subsection (q) and"
after "Except as provided in".

(C) Section 202(h) (2) (B) of such Act Is
amended by inserting "subsection (q) and"
after "except as provided in".

(D) Section 202(h) (2) (C) of such Act is
amended by—

(I) striking out "shall be equal" and in-
serting in lieu thereof "shall, except as pro-
vided in subsection (q), be equal"; and

(Ii) inserting "and section 202(q)" after
"section 203(a) ".

(b) (1) The first sentence of section 202
(q) (1) of such Act Is amended (A) by strik-
ing out "husband's, widow's, or widower's"
and Inserting In lieu thereof "husband's,
widow's, widower's, or parent's", and (B) by
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striking out, in subparagraph (A) thereof,
"widow's or widower's" and inserting in lieu
thereof "widow's, widower's, or parent's".

(2)(A) Section 202(q) (3)(A) of such Act
is amended (i) by striking out "husband'S,
widow's, or widower's" each place it appears
therein and inserting iii lieu thereof "hus-
band's, widow's, widower's, or parent's", (ii)
by striking out "age 62" and inserting in lieu
thereof "age 60", and (iii) by striking out
"wife's or husband's" and inserting in lieu
thereof "wife'S, husband's, or parent's".

(B) Section 202(q) (3) (B) of such Act Is
amended by striking out "or husband's" each
place It appears therein and Inserting in lieu
thereof ", husband's, widow's, widower's, or
parent's".

(C) Section 202(q) (3) (C) is amended by
striking out "or widower's" each place It ap-

pears therein and inserting in lieu thereof
"widower's, or parent's",

(D) Section 202(q) (3) (D) of Such Act is
amended by striking out "or widower's" and
inserting in lieu thereof "widower's, or
parent's".

(B) Section 202(q) (3) (E) of such Act is
amended (I) by striking out "(or would, but
for subsection (e) (1) In the case of a widow
or surviving divorced wife or subsection
(f) (1) In the case of a widower, be) entitled
to a widow's or widower's insurance benefit
to which such individual waS first entitled
for a month before she or he" and Inserting
in lieu thereof "(or would, but for subsec-
tion (e)(1), (f)(1), or (h)(1), be) entitled
to a widow's, widower's, or parent's insurance
benefit to which such individual was firsten-
titled for a month before such Individual",
(ii) by striking out "the amount by which
such widow's or widower's insurance benefit"
and inserting in lieu thereof "the amount by
which Such widow's, widower's, or parent's
insurance benefit", (Iii) by striking out "over
such widow's or widower's Insurance bene-
fit" and inserting in lieu thereof "over such
widow's, widower's, or parent's insurance
benefit", and (iv) by striking Out "attained
retirement age" each place it appears therein
and Inserting In lieu thereof "attained age
60 (in the caSe of a widow or widower) or
attained retirement age (in •the case of a

parent) ".
(F) Section 202(q) (3) (F) of such Act is

amended (i) by striking out "(or would, but
for subsection (e) (1) in the case of a widow
or surviving divorced wife or subsection (f)
(1) in the case of a widower, be) entitled to
a widow's or widower's insurance benefit to
which such individual was first entitled for
a month before she or he" and inserting
in lieu thereof "(Or would, but for subsection
(e)(1), (f)(1), or (h)(l), be) entitled to a
wido."s, widower's, or parent's insurance
benefit for which such individual was first
entitled for a month before such individual",
(ii) by striking out "the amount by which
such widow's or widower's insurance benefit"
and Inserting in lieu thereof "the amount
by which such widow's, widower's, or parent's
insurance benefit", (iii) by striking out "over
such widow's insurance benefit" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "over such widow's, wid-
ower's, or parent's insurance benefit", (iv)
by striking out "62" and inserting In lieu
thereof "60", and (v) by striking out "at-
tamed retirement age" each place It appears
therein and Inserting In lieu thereof "at-
tained age 60 (in the case of a widow or wid-
ower) of attained retirement age (In the
case of a parent)

(G) Section 202(q) (3) (G) of such Act is
amended by striking out "62" and Insert-
ing in lieu thereof "60".

(3) SectIon 202(q) (5) (B) of such Act is
amended by striking out "62" and inserting
In lieu thereof "60".

(4) SectIon 202(q)(6) of such Act is
amended (i) by striking out "husband's, wid-
ow's, or widower's" and inserting In lieu
thereof "husband's widow's, widower's, or
parent's", and (II) by striking out, in clause
(III), "widow's or widower's" and Inserting

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

in lieu thereof "widow's, widower's, or
parent's".

(5) Section 202(q)(7) of such Act is

amended—
(A) by striking out "husband's, widow's, or

widower's" and inserting In lieu thereof "hus-
band's, widow's, widower's, or parent's"; and

(B) by striking out, in subparagraph (E),
"widow's or widower's" and inserting in lieu
thereof "widow's, widower's, or parent's".

(6) Section 202(q) (9) of such Act is
amended by striking out "widow's or
widower's" and inserting in lieu thereof
"widow's, widower's, or parent's".

(c)(l) The heading to section 202(r) of
such Act is amended by striking out "Wife's
or Husband's" and inserting in lieu thereof
"Wife's, Husband's, Widow's, Widower's, or
Parent's".

(2) (A) Section 202(r) (1) of such Act is
amended (i) by striking out "wife's or hus-
band's" the first place it appears therein and
inserting in lieu thereof "wife's, husband's,
widow's, widower's, or parent's", and (ii) by
inserting immediately before the period at
the end thereof the following: ", or for
widow's, widower's, or parent's insurance
benefits but only If such first month .occured
before such individual attained age 62".

(B) Section 202(r) (2) of such Act is
amended by striking out "wife's or hus-
band's" and inserting in lieu thereof "wife's,
husband's, widow's, or widower's, or par-
ent's".

(d) Section 214(a)(1) of such Act is
amended by striking out subparagraph (A),
by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and (C)
as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respectively,
and by inserting the following new subpara-
graphs (A) and (B):

"(A) in the case of a woman who has died,
the year in which she died or (if earlier) the
year in which she attained age 62,

"(B) in the case of a woman who has not
died, the year In which she attained (or
would attain) age 62,".

(e)(1) Section 2l5(b)(3) of such Act is
amended by striking out subparagraph (A),
by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and (C)
as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respectively.
and by inserting the following new para-
graphs (A) and (B):
"(A) in the case of a woman who has

died, the year in which she died, or, if it
occurred earlier but after 1960, the year in
which she attained age 62,

"(B) in the case of a woman who has not
died, the year occurring after 1960 in which
she attained (or would attain) age 62.".

(2) Section 215(f)(5) of such Act is
amended (A) by inserting after "attained
age 65," the following: "or in the case of a
woman who became entitled to such benefits
and died before the month in which she
attained age 62,"; (B) by striking out "his"
each place it appears therein and inserting
in lieu thereof "his or her"; and (C) by strik-
ing out "he" each place after the first place
it appears therein and inserting In lieu there-
of "he or she".

(f) (1) Section 216(b) (3) (A) of such Act
is amended by striking out "62" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "60".

(2) Section 216(c) (6) (A) of such Act is
amended by striking out "62" and inserting
in lieu thereof "60".

(3) Section 216(f) (3) (A) of such Act is
amended by striking out "62" and inserting
in lieu thereof "60".

(4) Section 2l6(g)(6)(A) of such Act is
amended by striking out "62" and inserting
in lieu thereof "60".

(g) (1) Section 202(q) (5) (A) of such Act
Is amended by striking out "No wife's insur-
ance benefit" and inserting in lieu thereof
"No wife's Insurance benefit to which a wife
is entitled".
(2) Section 202(q)(5)(C) of such Act is

amended by striking out "woman" and in-
serting in lieu thereof "wife".

(3) Section 202(q) (6) (A)(i) (II) of such
Act Is amended (A) by striking out "wife's In-
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surance benefit" and inserting in lieu thereof
"wife's insurance benefit to which a wife is
entitled", and (B) by striking out "or" at
the end and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: "or in the case of a wife's insur-
ance benefit to which a divorced wife Is en-
titled, with the first day of the first month
for which such individual is entitled to such
benefit, or".

(4) Section 202(q)(7)(B) of such Act is
amended by striking out "wife's Insurance
benefits" and inserting in lieu thereof "wife's
insurance benefits to which a wife is
entitled".

(h) Section 224(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out "62" and inserting in lieu
thereof "60".

Sac. 1003. The amendments made by this
title shall apply with respect to monthly
benefits under title II of the Soca.l Security
Act for months after December 1969, but
only on the basis of applications for such
benefits filed after September 1969.

SEC. 1004. Section 8332(j) of title 5 of the
United States Code is amended by striking
"individual, widow," in the first sentence
and substituting in lieu thereof "individual
is at least 62 years of age, or if his widow".

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
names of the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RANDOLPH), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), and the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON) may be
added as cosponsors of the amendment.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, this amendment, which I offered in
behalf of the majority leader and myself,
would lower from 62 to 60 the age at
which actuarially reduced social security
benefits would be made available to eligi-
ble individuals who voluntarily retire.

An estimated 31/2 million persons, not
otherwise eligible for benefits under so-
cial security, would become immediately
eligible. Of these, an estimated 35,000
West Virginians would be eligible.

I am further advised by the Social Se-
curity Administration that, of the 31/2
million who would become eligible, about
800,000 persons would actually apply for
these benefits, 10,000 of whom would be
West Virginians.

The short-range cost effect of adopting
this amendment would be a little over
$500 million in additional benefit pay-
ments. However, this initiai Impact would
be offset subsequently, thereby resulting
in no additional costs in the long run.
The reason for this is that individuals
who would elect voluntarily to retire at
age 60 would take reduced benefits and
would, therefore, receive the same net
amount by the time of death that they
would have been paid had they started
receiving larger payments under the cur-
rent system at age 62, 63, 64, or 65.

In view of the fact that this amend-
ment would not result in any overall
drain on the social security trust fund,
no additional tax revenues would be nec-
essary. Hence, it would not constitute
any cost burden to either the employer
or employee. It merely offers persons who
have paid into social security a choice
of retiring at age 60 at a reduced benefit
or waiting until they are 62 to 65 to retire
at a higher benefit. No individual would
be forced to retire at age 60.

I think it is important to remember
that there are millions of people in this
country who, because of falling health or
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loss of employment, are forced into re-
tirement earlier than would otherwise
be the case. As Senators know, It Is be-
coming increasingly difficult to find em-
ployment after age 50, and sometimes
even earlier. In any event, persons who
cannot find employment because of age,
or who are unable to get jobs because of
bad health, should at least have the op-
portunity to voluntarily retire at an
earlier age if they choose to take a re-
duced benefit in so doing. If individuals
are denied this choice, some of them may
be forced to go on welfare or they may
become an additional burden upon their
children or other relatives who have
family responsibilities of their own.

Moreover, there are some persons who,
although presently employed, would
voluntarily elect to take reduced benefits
at 60, thus vacating their jobs. Those jobs
could then be filled by younger persons
who are entering the labor market.

Mr. President, there is no sociological
or other reason for drawing the retire-
ment line t age 65. Witi the need for
additional jobs increasing from year to
year, and with the problems of cyberna-
tion and automation confronting us ever
more daily, it seems to me that there is
every Justifiable reason for lowering the
age of eligibility for retirement under
social security. Those who feel It Im-
perative to apply for their benefits early
could do so. As long as there would be
no additional longrun cost to the trust
fund, why should we hesitate to offer
Americans this choice?

This amendment will serve to alleviate
hardship for persons who otherwise
might be forced to retire and forced to
wait a couple of additional years before
being eligible for social security.

An indication as to what the exercise
of the choice would mean, under existing
law, those persons who elect under pres-
ent law to retire at age 62 must accept
a 20-percent reduction In their old age
insurance benefits—in other words, five-
nlnths of 1 percent for every month In
the period between the attained age and
age 65. Under the amendment which I
have offered on behalf of the majority
leader and myself, the voluntary retiree
at age 60 would accept a 33 1/3 percent
reduction in his benefits, or five-nlnths
of 1 percent for each month In the peri-
od between age 60 and the date the In-
dividual would attaIn 65.

Mr. President, I have offered this
amendment a number of times during
the 12 years I have been in the Senate,
and the Senate has adopted the amend-
ment upon each occasion. The House
has always rejected the amendment In
conference. I hope that the Senate will
accept the amendment again. We should
not tire in persisting. The amendment is
a good amendment, and sooner or later
it is going to become law. I hope that it
will be this year.

I favor the payment of full benefits at
age 62, but such action would constitute
an additional drain on the trust fund,
and I Intend to press for such action
when the social security bifi Is consider-
ed by the Senate early next year. For the
present, I think we should act to lower
the retirement age to 60 for all Ameri-
cans who voluntarily elect to accept ac-
tuarially reduced benefits at that age.
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I urge the adoption of the amendment.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-

ident, last night in colloquy with the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY)
I cited an example of a credit of $63 mil-
lion for one company in Alaska under
the investment tax credit. I have been
advised by the staff, in locking over the
Stevens amendment, that all of this com-
pany's expenditures would not besubject
to the investment credit tax. While they
would have an investment credit for the
entire State of Alaska, it would not be in
the amount I stated. The RECORD should
be corrected in that respect. The cost
of the Stevens amendment would be $70
million for the whole country instead of
the earlier estimate as given of $300 mil-
lion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the RECORD be corrected ac-
cordingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the correction will be made.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia has offered an appealing amend-
ment. It is easy to be sympathetic to the
intent of the amendment. The Senate
has passed the amendment twice, in 1965
and in 1967, as the Senator stated. As the
Senator pointed out, the amendment is
actuarially sound.

However, the Senate should be aware
of the reasons the House conferees re-
fused to accept the amendment in the
past. The first reason Is Its budgetary
impact. Although it is actuarially sound
in the long run, the immediate effect of
the amendment would be to increase so-
cial security payments by $600 million
annually, and the Senate has already ac-
cepted quite a number of amendments
that vastly Increase the outflow of social
security funds above the amounts under
present law. The Senate has already ap-
proved amendments which will increase
social security payments by about $6.5
billion a year. At a time when inflation
Is running rampant, we should be ex-
tremely careful about fueling further In-
flation.

In addition to its budgetary impact,
the amendment would give people at
age 60 permanently lower benefits, one-
third less than they would receive at
age 65. For example, a person who would
be entitled to the $100 minimum voted
by the Senate yesterday would only re-
ceive $67 at age 60. The reason is sim-
ple: The actuaries estimate that at age
65, a person will receive social security
benefits about 15 years on the average.
If he begins drawing the same total
amount at age 60, 15 years' worth of
payments must be spread out over 20
years, and each months' payment must
be one-third less. 'While It can certainly
be said that two-thirds of a benefit is
better than nothing, the House conferees
have taken the position that the Con-
gress should not provide benefits that
are permanently reduced by one-thir4.

One final word in conclusion. Under
existing law, anyone under social se-
curity who is totally or permanently dis-
abled can draw benefits regardless of
age, so that the amendment would ad-
dress Itself only to able-bodied individu-
als at the age of 60.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
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President, I join the distinguished act-
ing chairman of the committee in ex-
pressing the hope that the Senate will
not accept the Byrd amendment, as ap-
pealing as it may be. True, as the Sena-
tor points out, from an actuarial basis
it is sound, but the impact on the Fed-
eral budget would be about $600 mil-
lion additional per year. As the chair-
man pointed out regarding the bill as
reported by the committee, its net re-
sult would have been to provide addi-
tional revenue of $6Y2 billion. The Sen-
ate has whittled that away by approv-
ing $12'/2 billion dollars in extra rev-
enue loss, so that as the bill now stands
we shall be losing about $6 billion in
revenue instead of gaining $6 billion,
even without the pending amendment,
which would add another $600 million
loss.

I am afraid that we cannot accept
such an amendment and be fiscally sol-
vent or responsible.

Another disadvantage to it, as people
retire and as the years progress they will
realize that they cannot live on that
amount of two-thirds, and Congress will,
as it did the other day in a previous
amendment of my good friend from West
Virginia, raise that minimum because It
will be so low that they cannot live on
it. I am not sure that we are rendering
a service to these people when we hold
out an incentive such as this, where they
may be encouraged to retire on benefits
which will not be enough over a period
of time. I would, therefore, hope that the
amendment would be rejected.

Mr. President, I believe we would want
a record vote on this amendment, and
when the Senator from Virginia has com-
pleted his remarks I shall ask for a call
of the quorum in order that we may get
the yeas and nays ordered on his
amendment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pies-
Ident, I concede that what the able Sen-
ator from Delaware has said may be
true, and that some persons who, at such
time as the amendment takes effect,
would elect to accept the actuarially re-
duced benefits at age of 60 mIght, may
In later years, feel that they had per-
haps erred. On the other hand, there are
those who really have no choice, or who
are unable to get work because of age,
or who are unable to get work because
of their physical condition, or who other-
wise may be forced to go on welfare or to
become the wards of their children. This
amendment would at least give them the
opportunity to make that choice.

In some cases, necessity would dictate
that the individual elect to retire early.
The Byrd-Mansfield amendment merely
provides a choice. It is purely voluntary.
If the individual elects to retire early,
and if the $100 minimum is accordingly
reduced, that would still be his choice.

I recognize, also, the validity of the
statements made by the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE) and the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS) with re-
spect to the impact that this amendment
might have upon infiat4ion. I listened very
carefully to what President Nixon said
last night. In view of what the President
said, and in view of the arguments which
have been made here with respect to the
inflationary effect which this amend-
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nient might have, I wish to modify my
amendment, to provide that it go into
effect only when the President issues a
proclamation that he- has determined it
to be desirable to expand consumer pur-
chasing power by making additional per-
sons eligible to receive social security
benefits.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, would the Senator be willing
to modify his, amendment to make it go
into effect when the President deter-
mined that we have a balanced budget?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I would
not want to modify my amendment be-
yond what I have already indicated.
The modification I make would give the
President the opportunity to trigger the
effect of the amendment, and at such
time as he feels that it would not have
an undue Inflationary impact upon the
economy and might be desirable to ex-
pand consumer purchasing power, he
may do so. My modifying language
would leave it up to the President to
trigger the amendment.

Mr. President, I offer the modification
and send it to the desk and ask that it
be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
modification will be read.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 9 of the amendment strike out
lines 17 to 21 and Insert in lieu thereof:

"SEc. 1003. The amendments made by sec-
tion 1002 of this title shall apply with re-
spect to monthly benefits under title H of
the Social Security Act for months after the
month in which the President issues a proc-
lanjation that he has determined that it Is
desirable to expand consumer purchasing
power by making additional persons eligible
to receive social security benefits."

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am ready for a vote, and I sug-
gest the absence o a quorum in order
that we might get the yeas and nays
ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on this
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the amendment
(No. 398) of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. BYRD) and the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), as modified.
On this question, the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio (after having

voted in the affirmative). Mr. President,
on this vote, I have a pair with the Sen-
ator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON). If
he were present and voting, he would
vote "yea." If I were at liberty to vote, I
would vote "nay." Therefore, I withdraw
my vote.

Mr. GRIFFIN (after having voted in
the negative) . Mr. President, on this vote
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I have a pair with the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE). If he were pres-
ent and voting, he would vote "yea." If
I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
"nay." Therefore, I withdraw my vote.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
sos), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr,
MCGEE), the Senator from Montana
(Mr. METCAlF), and the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Montana (Mr.
METCALF) would vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFrN. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MATHIAS) is detained on official business.

I have announced my pair with the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE).

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 37, as follows:

So the amendment (No. 398), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I move to reconsider
the vote by which the amendment was
adopted.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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* * * * *
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I may yield to
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. NELSON) for a brief colloquy
with the chairman of the Committee on
Finance, without losing my right to the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PACKWOOD in the chair). Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969
* * * * *

INo. 196 Leg.]
YEAS—54

Aiken Harris Moss
Bayh Hart Muskie
Bible Ilartke Nelson
Burdick Hatfield Pastore
Byrd, w. Va. Hollings Pearson
Cannon Hughes Fell
Church Inouye Proxmire
Cook Jackson Randolph
Cooper Jordan, S.C. Ribicoff
Cotton Kennedy Russell
Cranston Long Schweiker
Dodd Magnuson Sparkman
Eagleton Mansfield Spong
Eastland McCarthy Stennis
Fulbrlght McGovern Tydings
Goodell McIntyre Williams, N.J.
Gore Mondale Yarborough
Gravel Montoya Young, N. Dak.

NAYS—37
Allen Ervin Percy
Allott Fannin Prouty
Baker Fong Saxbe
Belimon Gurney Scott
Bennett Hansen Smith, Maine
Boggs Holland Smith, Ill.
Brooke Hruska Stevens
Byrd, Va. Javits Talmadge
Case Jordan, Idaho Thurmond
Curtis McClellan Tower
Dole Miller Williams. Del.
Dominick Murphy
Ellender Packwood

PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—2

Griffin, against.
Young of Ohio, against.

NOT VOTING—7
Anderson McGee Symington
Goldwater Metcalf
Mathias Mundt
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Mr. NFLSON. Mr. President, I should
like to ask a question of the manager of
the bill for the purpose of clarification.

SectIon 901 of the bill as reported by
the Committee on Finance would impose
special limitations on contributions to
pension plans of certain corporations,
defined as professional service organi-
zations,

I am anxious to make sure that this
section of the bill i not intended to apply
to a corporation like the Marshfield
Clinic, in Marshfield, Wis, This corpora-
tion has operated a medical clinic in
Marshfield, Wis., since it was organized
in 1916. It employs 84 physicians as full-
time employees. The Marshfield Clinic
was not organized under one of the spe-
cial State laws recently enacted for pro-
fessional service corporations, Instead, it
was incorporated in 1916 under the gen-
eral business corporation law of the State
of Wisconsin,

The Marshfleld Clinic has the follow-
ing characteristics of an ordinary busi-
ness corporation: It is governed by a
board of directors; it has an executive
committee of directors; it Issues certifi-
cates representing shares of capital
stock; it is empowered to amend and has
amended its articles of incorporation; it
has purchased, constructed, leased, and
mortgaged its assets; liability of its
shareholders for its debts is limited; it
has initiated suits as a corporation in the
Wisconsin courts; it has continuity of
life; it is liable for Wisconsin income tax
as a general business corporation; it has
always been subject to Federal income
tax as a corporation; and it files required
annual reports with the Wisconsin Sec-
retary of State as a general business
corporation.

Clearly the Marshfield Clinic was not
set up to take advantage of pension plan
benefits under the Federal tax law, since
it was in existence for more than 25
years before the present tax treatment
of employee pension plans was first en-
acted in 1942.

While the Marshfield Clinic is subject
to no such requirement under the Wis-
consin general business corporation law,
its articles of incorporation provide that
its shares of stock may be issued only to
physicians licensed in Wisconsin and
may be voted only by them,

I would appreciate it if the Senator
could assure me that it was not the in-
tention of the committee that section 901
apply to a corporation under these cir-
cumstances,

Mr. LONG. It would be my under-
standing that the new provision relating
to professional corporations would not
apply to the type of case the Senator
refers to.

My reason for saying this is that al-
though this corporation by its charter
is limited to having only doctors as
shareholders, this is not required by the
State law under which it is organized.
Nor is it my understanding that there is
any indication that when this clinic was
organized in 1916, this limitation in the
charter was specifically required by the
then-existing rules of professional ethics.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
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Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I think
the chairman is absolutely correct. What
we were seeking to do in the Committee
on Finance was to close the loophole of
those corporations which were seeking to
circumvent the guidelines laid out in
HR. 10 of the so-called Keogh plan.
Clinics such as the Marshfield Clinic, the
Mayo Clinic, and the Lahey Clinic were
established many years ago, long before
H.R. 10 and the Keogh plan in 1962. They
were established to give these particular
services.

When a person goes to the Marshfield
Clinic or the Mayo Clinic or the others,
he knows he is going to a clinic. But when
Dr. Jones forms a corporation, the pa-
tient thinks he is going to Dr. Jones. He
does not know he is going to a corpora-
tion at all.

It is my understanding from the dis-
cussions in the Finance Committee that
we specifically were determined that
clinics such as described by the Senator
from Wisconsin would not be covered by
the changes adopted by the Finance
Committee.

Mr. LONG. I believe that is true, for
the reasons I indicated in my statement.

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator is cor-
rect.
* * * * *
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* * * * *
AMENDMENT NO. 382

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 401, line 16, strIke the numeral

"5" and Insert the numeral "10".

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, this is a
technical amendment.

Subchapter S of the Internal Revenue
Code allows small corporations, those
with 10 or fewer shareholders, to elect
not to pay the regular corporate Income
tax and instead to have the Income or
loss of the corporation taxed directly to
the shareholders. In a general way, this
results in a attem of taxation similar
to that of partnerships. Subchapter S is
now being used by more than 200,000
corporations and the number is con-
stantly increasing. However, because cf
the hybrid nature of the Subchapter S
corporation—not quite a corporation
and not quite a partnership—the gov-
erning rules have been quite complex.
Under both the Johnson and the Nixon
administrations, with the aid of the
Committee on Partnerships of the Amer-
ican Bar Association, legislative pro-
osals have been developed to alleviate
problems associated with subchapter S
corporations. The proposals have been
designed to tax such corporations as
much like partnerships as possible with-
out conferring unwarranted advantages
on them.

HR. 13270 as passed by the House and
reported by the Senate Finance Commit-
tee rould apply the H.R. 10 ceiling—b
percent of earned income or $2,500,
whichever is less—to deferred compen-
sation of "shareholder employees" of
subchapter S corporations. This amend-
ment would change the section 531 defi-
nition of "shareholder employee" from
an officer or employee who owns more
than 5 percent of the corporation's stock
to an officer or employee who owns more
than 10 percent—by making the appro-



priate change at page 401, line 16, of H.R.
13270.

This amendment would conform to the
Surrey proposals under the Johnson ad-
ministration, the Cohen proposals under
the Nixon administration, and present
section 401(c) (3) (B) of the code.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
support the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I under-
stand there is some question with refer-
ence to an amendment that was to be
offered by another Senator. That amend-
ment would seek to take out the provision
from the bill altogether.

Is the Senator aware of anything like
that, and how does it tie in with his
amendment?

Mr. MATHIAS. I am not aware of any
such intention on the part of any other
Member.

It is my understanding that, when the
Secretary of the Treasury came before
the committee—the distinguished chair-
man of the committee can confirm this—
he testified that the Treasury would like
further time to study the whole question
of sUbsection S matters in this general
area of the economy. However, since the
committee has elected to act, this amend-
ment is intended to mitigate to the ex-
tent possible the action of the committee.
It will not result in any loss of revenue
to the Treasury. It will conform to pres-
ent business practices, and I think it will
have the effect of making the changes
more circumspect and less far reaching
than under the committee draft.

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield
furtheF?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. How is this going to deal

with the professional service corpora-
tions—that is, in States where they are
permissible?

Mr. MATHIAS. Only if they come
within subsection S categories, but they
are in a different category from the usual
subsection S situation.

Mr. JAVITS. In other words, an
amendment relating to professional serv-
ice corporations will not find itself In
conflict with or contradicted by the
amendment of the Senator from Mary-
land?

Mr. MATHIAS. I do not believe that
they win have any impact on such an
amendment, and I am advised that the
distinguished Senator from Arizona (Mr.
FANNIN) has such an amendment in
preparation.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague.
I just wanted to be sure that the field
would be open.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MATHIAS, I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. I have not been ,able to

hear. Just what does the Senator's
amendment do?

Mr. MATHIAS. In the case of subsec-
tion S corporations, it merely permits
one to have 10 partners, Instead of 20
for the purpose of treating his Income
an a partnership basis. It is 10 percent
Instead of 5 percent, which is the limi-
tation in the bill.

Mr. CURTIS. The number of part-
ners?

Mr. MATHIAS. The effect. Of course,
they may not have an equal share. It

permits the treatment which is accorded
subsection S corporations to be avail-
able if you have 10- rather than 5-per-
cent interest as provided in the bill.

Mr. CURTIS. But It relates to subsec-
tion S corporations generally and not
in reference to retirement programs
specifically. Is that correct?

Mr. MATHIAS. Just subsection S.
Mr. CURTIS. I mean, the Senator's

amendment.
Mr. MATHIAS. Yes.
Mr. CURTIS. The Senator's amend-

ment does not deal with the retirement
but, rather, deals with subsection S
generally?

Mr. MATHIAS. That is correct.
Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr MATHIAS. I yield.
Mr. FANNIN. Would the Senator ob-

ject to my obtaining a parliamentary
ruling that this will not affect the
amendment I am going to offer?

Mr. MILLER; Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I have yielded to the
Senator from Arizona.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President,. I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

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

Mr. FANNIN. I should like to have a
ruling as to whether or not this would
affect the amendment I will call up later.
I already have submitted the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator specify the amendment he Is
talking about?

Mr. FANNIN. Amendment No. 296.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. . It will

have no effect.
Mr. FANNIN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. MATHIAS. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. I should like to ask the

Senator from Maryland whether, by
merely changing 5 to 10, representing
the amount of outstanding stock a share-
holder-employee must have, this does
not restrict the privilege of one of these
subsection (s) corporationpension plans
rather than expand it. It seems to me
that with .only 5 percent required, this
would indeed permit 20. But, as I under-
stood the Senator's response to the Sen-
ator from Nebraska's question, he indi-
cated that this would permit 10 instead
of 20.

It seems to me that the Senator's
amendment does not just permit 10 In-
stead of 20, but it requires that there
would be 10 instead of 20, because of the
way the bill would read with his 10 per-
cent added in lieu of the 5 percent.

If his intention is to expand the cover-
age, it seems to me that the 5 percent
expands the coverage. If his intention is
to restrict the coverage, then the 10 per-
cent, does restrict it. But I am not quite
clear what he Intends to do, because I
had originally thought he was Intending
to expand the coverage.

Mr. MATHIAS. I am happy to respond
to the distinguished Senator from Iowa.

He will note that on page 401, line 16,
It says "more than 5 percent." This would
be more than 10 percent; therefore, it
provides an extra degree of flexibility.
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Mr. MILLER. May I respond to the

Senator from Maryland by reading the
entire paragraph as It would now read
if his amendment were adopted:

For purposes of this section, the term
"shareholder-employee" means an employee
or officer of an electing small business cor-
poration who owns . . . on any day during
the taxable year of such corporation, more
than 10 percent of the outstanding stock of
the coropration.

That means that if one Is a share-
holder-employee and is to come under
this subsection S pension plan, he must
own more than 10 percent.

Mr. STEVENS. Less than.
Mr. MILLER. The Senator from

Alaska suggests "less than," but that Is
not the language. The language is "more
than."

If the Senator from Maryland is try-
ing to expand the coverage-I would
suppose that he is, and I think that is
a good objective-perhaps it ought to
read "not more than 10 percent," rather
than just "more than 10 percent."

If that accords with his intent, I
would suggest that he might wish to
modify his amendment accordingly, and
I would support it on that basis.

I am afraid that, as it now stands, the
amendment is going to restrict the num-
ber who could be covered under these
plans, and I think that our objective
ought to be to expand the number

Mr. MATHIAS. Let me say to the dis-
tinguished Senator that the bill imposes
a new limitation which has not existed
heretofore. What I am trying to do is to
bring that new limitation and the new
rules which are being applied here into
line with other appropriate statutes.

The Senator is not wholly wrong in his
interpretation. The purpose is to apply
only as is consistent with other aspects
and with other features of the code. For
that reason, we felt that the 10 percent
would be a more desirable figure in line
with the other provisions of the law, al-
though it would be more restrictive in
that respect, as the Senator has indi-
cated.

It is my understanding that the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee
and the distinguished ranking Republi-
can member of the committee are willing
to accept this amendment.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senatcr yield further?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield.
Mr. MrLLER. Mr. President, I can

visualize a situation in which we have,
under present law, 20 members of a firm,
each having 5 percent. They are all cov-
ered under present law. I can understand
another situation in which 10 members
have, let us say, 8 percent each, which
would account for 80 percent of the own-
ership, and the balance, let us say, of five
members have 4 percent each; and under
the present law, only the five members
with 4 percent each would be eligible.

Now, if we want to expand the eligibil-
ity we can do that by providing that a
shareholder-employee hkve not more
than 10 percent and that means that
those who have 8 percent, since they did
not have more than 10 percent, are eligi-
ble, and, therefore, coverage would be
expanded and it seems to me would be
desirable to do that.
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But I think that this matter should

be checked with staff further. Therefore,
Mr. President, 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. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the quo-
rum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the pending amend-
ment be temporarily laid aside in order
to consider an amendment to be offered
by the Senator from Florida (Mr. HOL-
LAND).

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I thank
the Sen-tor for yielding.
* * * * *

* * * * *
AMENDMENT NO. 382

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion recurs on the amendment of the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIA5).

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent for a time limitation on
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debate on the pending amendment, the
it be limited to 20 minutes, the time to
be equally divided between the sponsor
of the amendment and the Senator in
charge of the bill.

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

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, during
the interval, I have had the opportunity
to discuss this language with the distin-
guished Senator from Iowa, and we have
agreed upon a modification which is
agreeable to the distinguished chairman
of the oommittee and to the senior Re-
publican Member of the committee.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent to
modify my amendment so that it will
read:

On page 401, line 16, strike the words
"more than 5 percent" and Insert the words
"10 percent or more".

I believe that this will satisfy the ob-
jection which was raised by the Senator
from Iowa, and will further conform to
the bill and to other pertinent parts of
the statute.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I under-
stand this matter as well as I woula like
to understand it, but the Treasury
studied it and they agree with the
amendment. They think it is desirable.

The staff committee members also
have studied it and think it is a good
amendment. Therefore, in that spirit, I
think it would be appropriate to agree
to the amendment and take it to confer-
ence.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. MATHIA5).

The amendment was agreed to.
* * * * *
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* * * * *
AMENDMENT NO. 296

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment, No. 296, pertaining to
professional service organizations, which
I offer on behalf of myself, the Senator
from fllinois (Mr. PERCY), and the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. TOWER).

Before I do so, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the names of Senators ALLOTT,
BIBLE, CRANSTON, DOLE, GURNEY, HRUSKA,
JAVITS, MURPHY, and SCHWEI.ICER be added
as cosponsors.

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

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment, No. 296, to HR. 13210.

The PRESmING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment, as follows:

On page 509, beginning with line 5, strfke
out all through line 18, page 512 (section 1.01
of the committee amendment), and re-
number the succeeding sections.

The part of the bill proposed to be
stricken, is as follows:
Sec. 901. QUALIFIED PENSION, ETC.. PLhNS OF

PROFESSIONAL SERVICE OROANIZA-
TIONS.

(a) SPECIAL RULES FOR SHAREFIOLDEO-5,M-
PLOYEES.—SeCtiofl 72 (relating to arlnuities)
is amended by redesignating subsection Ip)
as (q) and by inserting after subsection (0)
the following new subsection:

"(p) SPECIAL RULES FOR SHAREHOLDER-EM-
PLOYEES OF PRoFESSIoNAl.. .SERVICE ORCANIEA-
TIONS.—

"(1) INCLUSION 05' CSSTAIN AMOUNTS IN
CROCS INcoME—Notwithstanding the provi-
sions of section 402 (relating to taxability of
beneficiary of employees' trust), section 403
(relating to taxation of employee annuities),
or section 405(d) (relating to taxability of
beneficiaries under qualified bond purchase
plans), a Shareholder-employee of a profes-
sional service organization shall include in
gross income for his taxable year the sum

A) the excess of the amount of contrihu-
tions paid on his behalf which is deductible
under section 404(a) (1). (2), or (3) by
such Organization for its taxable year ending
ill or with his taxable year, over the lesser of
ii) 10 percent of the compensation received
or accrued by him from such organization
during its taxable year, or (ii) $2,500, and

(B) the amount of any forfeitures allo-
cated to his account under a stock bonus
or profit-sharing plan established by such
organization during the taxable year of a
trust forming part of such plan ending ill
cr with his taxable year.

In the ease of an individual 011 whose behalf
contribulions are paid under more than one
plan to which Subparagraph (A) applies or
under a plan contributions to which on his
behalf are eubject to the limitations provided
in section 404(e), the provisions of sub-
paragraph (A) shall, under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary or his delegate, apply
with respect to the aggregate of the con-
tributions paid on his behalf under tinder
all such plane.

(2) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS INCLUDED IN
CROSS saooalE.—Any amount included in the
gross income of a ehareholder—employee tin-
der paragraph (1) shall be treated as con-
sideration fur the contract contributed by
the shareholder-employee for purposes of this
section.

'(3) DEDUCTION FOR AMOUNTS NOT RECEIVED
AS BENEFITS—If-—

"(A) amounts are included in the gross
income of an individual under paragr.aph
(t), and

(B) the rights of such individual (or his
beneficiaries) under the plan terminate be-
fore payments under the plan which are ex-
cluded from gross income equal the amounts
included in gross income under paragraph
(1),
then there ehall be allowed as a deduction,
for the taxable year in which such rights
terminate, en amount equal to the excess of
the amounts included ill gross income under
paragraph (5) over such payments.

(4) PRoFEssIoNAL SERVICE ORGANIZATION
DEFINED—For purposes of this subsection, the
term 'professional service organization' means
any corporation, beneficial ownership in
which, or control of which, is limited under
State or local law, applicable regulations, or
rules of professional ethics to—

(A) individuals who are required to be
licensed or otherwise authorized under State
or local law to perform the professional serv-
ices necessary to carry on the trade or busi-
ness in which such corporation is engaged, or

(B) the executor or administrator of an
individual described in subparagraph (A).
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"(5) SHAREHOLDER-EMPLOYEE—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term 'share-
holder-employee' means any employee of a
professional service organization who owns
any beneficial interest in such organization."

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMsssT.—Section 62
(relating to adjusted gross income) Is
amended by inserting after paragraph (9)
(as added by section 531 of this Act) the 101-
lowing new paragraph:

'(10) PENSION, ETC., PLANS OF PROFESSIONAL
SERVICE oRGANIzATIoNs—The deduction al-
lowed by section '72(p) (3)."

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1969.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I call up
an amendment, which is printed as
amendment 296 to HR. 13270, and which
restores to professional service corpora-
tion employees the same pension plan
benefits which are available to employees
of other corporations.

Now, Mr. President, the Tax Reform
Act is a long and complicated measure.
We all know that. And since we all know
that a great number of proposed amend-
ments are being considered, I will keep
my remarks brief and to the point.

In executive session, and without the
benefit of hearings, department reports,
or other opportunity for comments from
interested person, the Finance Commit-
tee added to the tax reform bill, section
901.

This section unfairly discriminates
against employees of professional corpo-
rations by placing limitations on the
amount of their earnings which they
may contribute towards their retirement.
No similar limitation is imposed on per-
sons who are not required to adhere to
professional standards of ethics and who
organize under general corporation
statutes.

Persons affected by this unfair change
include lawyers, medical and osteo-
pathic physicians and surgeons, dentists,
architects, stockbrokers and accountants,
as well as the many nonprofessional em-
ployees of professional service corpora-
tions.

The amount of revenue that can be
gained by this section of the tax reform
bill Is small. The amount of ill will it gen-
erates is great—and justified.

The U.S. Treasury Department has
gone on record as opposing the commit-
tee change at this time. The Department
has said:

As a general matter, the Treasury Depart-
ment Is opposed to the imposition of lilnita-
tions or requirements on retirement plans
solely because of the type of business en-
gaged in or the form In which business'is
conducted.

My amendment restores to employees
of professional service corporations the
same rights and benefits which employees
of other corporations enjoy. It eliminates
an unfair discrimination, restores equal-
ity, and favors no one unjustly.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. FANNIN. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would the

Senator be willing to limit the time on
the amendment?

Mr. FANNIN. Yes.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent that the time for debate
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on this amendment be limited to 1 hour,
to be equally divided between the sponsor
of the amendment and the manager of
the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I did not hear the
request.

Mr. LONG. I asked unanimous consent
that there be a limitation of 1 hour on
the amendment, one-half to eaoh side.

Mr. TOWER. One hour to each side?
Mr. LONG. Half an hour to each side.
Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I have re-

quests from other Senators to make it
an hour on each side.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that there be a limitation
of debate on the amendment of 2 hours,
1 hour to each side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I ha'e
been requested to add the name of the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. PRoury) as
a cosponsor of the amendment, and I ask
unanimous consent to do so.

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

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Texas such time as he
may need.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, one of
the greatest injustices apparent in the
proposed bill approved by the Finance
Committee is the discrimination that
will be applied to the employees of pro-
fessional service associations, such as
doctors' and lawyers' offices and para-
medical personnel. The primary purpose
for the enactment of State laws to allow
the creation of professional service cor-
porations was to enable the building and
processing of pension plans and funds
for the benefit of all the employees of
these associations.

For each individual who is a "profes-
sional" in such an organization, there
are from four to six staff employees—
secretaries, nurses, technical specialists,
receptionists, bookkeepers, janitors,
clerks—who must back up the entire
operation. As a profession becomes more
complex, still more such backup person-
nel will be needed, or the quality of pro-
fessional service will decline. With the
adoption of the committee's recom-
mendations, the organizations will be
unable to compete with other businesses
and industry for the needed personnel.
Professional employers will be discrimi-
nated against by being denied the tax
treatment accorded other employers who
create pension and retirement benefits.
Likewise, their employees will be dis-
criminated against by being denied the
right to participate in such programs.

At a time when we are stressing equity
of treatment for the taxpayer, it makes
no sense to discriminate against the pro-
fessional taxpayer and his employees.
In the November 3 issue of the U.S. News
& World Report there is an interview
with Dr. John A. D. Cooper, president
of the Association of American Medical
Colleges. In this article, Dr. Cooper
points out the need for more attractive
jobs in the industry so that more people
will consider them for careers. Retire-
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ment and other fringe benefits are an
important part not only for securing
career-type personnel, but also for re-
taining trained personnel once they
have entered a given field. If the profes-
sional organizations are not put on an
equal plane for competing for these peo-
ple, the service they render will suffer
and our quality of living will be di-
minished.

Recently, the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of the Treasury, John S. Nolan, re-
alized how inequitable the committee's
position would be and had these com-
ments on the matter:

The Treasury Department Is opposed
to the imposition of limitations or require-
ments on retirement plans solely because
of the type business engaged In or the form
In which business is conducted. We believe
that the distinction in present law between
qualified retirement plans of self-employed
persons and corporate plans generally is un-
wise and should be eliminated.

Then Mr. Nolan went on to say that
the Department is currently drafting leg-
islation on this problem which will deal
effectively with allowing the professional
corporations to compete and said

It Is our position that It would be prefer-
able to defer action on retirement plans of
both professional service corporations and
subchapter S corporations until next year
when we expect to present comprehensive
legislation recommendations concerning all
employee benefit plans.

Mr. President, not only is the discrimi-
nation against professional service or-
ganizations opposed by logic and the
Treasury Department, but such discrimi-
nation is also in contravention to the
overwhelming weight of judicial author-
ity on the subject. In the last 6 months,
at least three separate circuit courts of
appeal have upheld the equity of allow-
ing professional service organizations,
duly organized under State law, to be
considered as corporations for income
tax purposes.
In O'Neill v. United States, 410 F. 2d

888 (6th Cir. 1969), the court held that
the definition of what is a corporation is
well established in this country, dating
to Chief Justice Marshall's declarations
on the subject in the Dartmouth College
case of the early 1800's. This definition,
which would be changed if the commit-
tee's language is accepted, was held to be
as good now as it was at the time it was
announced. This definition allows pro-
fessional service organizations to be con-
sidered as corporations for income tax
purposes.

In a recent fifth circuit case, Kurzner
v. U.S., 413 F2d 97 (1969), the court was
even stronger in the denunciation of at-
tempts to deny corporate standing for
tax purposes to the organizations. This
court called such attempts "wholly ar-
bitrary and discriminatory," and fur-
ther concluded that they were " bold
attempts not to conform but to avoid
judicial decision." "The only apparent
expediency served by such attempts has
been the collection of more taxes; in this
regard, we need only observe that the
courts have not yet become so cynical
as to subscribe to the tax-dollar school
of statutory construction." This ration-
ale was even further buttressed in a
tenth circuit case, U.S. v. Empev, 406 F2d
157 (1969), where the court under-
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scored the right of professional service
organizations to be considered corpora-
tions, where permitted by State law, and
classified attempts to prevent such action
as "unreasonable" and "invalid." As the
courts have refused to give in to such
openly 'wholly arbitrary and discrimina-
tory" characterizations of professional
service organizations, which deny to
them the rights granted to other, similar
organizations, we in the Senate should
do likewise.

Thus, Mr. President, I propose that we
strike those provisions which would dis-
criminate against the professional serv-
ice associations and other similar or-
ganzations as being not in the best in-
terest of the policy of the Nation. The
Treasury Department has endorsed this
proposal as best serving its policy of con-
sidering this entire field, which it is
currently doing. The circuit courts of
appeal of four of the circuits in the
United States have held that to do any
less is a discrimination against the
rights of the associations and should not
be allowed.

In the interest of elemental fairness,
I urge that the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN), which
I am delighted to join with him in co-
sponsoring, deleting this discrimination,
be adopted.

Mr. President, I commend the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona for bring-
ing this issue to the floor and giving us
an opportunity to redress what I consider
to be an imbalance and an inequity.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Arizona yield
me 4 minutes?

Mr. FANNIN. I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator from fllinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am seated
in the Senate to the right of the Senator
from Texas, though not very frequently
do I find myself to the right of him
ideologically. I find myself today four-
square behind him, and certainly behind
the distinguished Senator from Arizona,
in the amendment they are now offering.

This is an amendment that looks to
equity, it looks to organization of our
health resources, and it looks to how we
are going to provide health care to the
people of this country.

I rise in strong .support of the pend-
ing amendment. It is vitally important
to continued improvement of health care
in this country.

In this richest most aflluént nation in
the world, we are deficient in many re-
spects in the health care assistance we
offer to Americans, especially those liv-
ing on lower incomes. We are able to de-
velop effective heart transplant pro-
cedures and advances in immunology are
dramatic. Yet, when it comes to caring
for health needs of the average citizen,
our material advances and scientific
achievements frequently seems to have
deserted us.

Today the Nation's practicing doctors
for the most part largely function as
300,000 independent and uncoordinated
medical systems. We need to take meas-
ures to encourage and assist the medical
profession to make more efficient and
economical use of their strong and in-
dependent operations. It would seem log-
ical to encourage wider multispeciality
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group practice to allow greater avail-
ability and utilization of expertise, an-
cillary personnel, and costly facilities.
Closely related to group practice is the
team approach to medical care. This
technique has demonstrated an effective
means of supplying sound health care
where it has been tried.

The pending amendment would en-
courage the expansion of group practice
by deleting provisions written
in by the Senate Finance Committee.
These provisions would limit members of
professional corporations to the same
pension and profit-sharing plan basis as
self-employed individuals. This removes
an important incentive for group
practice.

If the committee provision prevails,
members of professional corporations
would be allowed to contribute only 10
percent of their income to pension plans
up toa maximum of $2,500 per year. This
is unrealistically low.

The Treasury Department is currently
conducting a study of the whole area of
deferred compensation. The study will be
completed in the spring. At that time
Treasury expects to recommend sweeping
changes in the whole area affecting all
taxpayers. In the meantime Treasury
supports this amendment deleting section
901 of the tax bill. I feel that the current
law should not be changed until such
time as the Treasury report is ready.
Edwin S. Cohen, Assistant Secretary of
the Treasury for Tax Policy, has stated
that—

It would be preferable to defer action on
retirement plans of . . . professional service
corporations . until next year when we ex-
pect to present comprehensive legislation
recommendations concerning all employee
benefit plans.

Some pther points I feel that are of im-
portance:

The committee provision was written
into the bill without hearings and with-
out affording an opportunity to present
counterarguments.

The benefits realized by existing law
are not just for the employer, but must
be given proportionately based on salary
to all employees.

The courts consistently have ruled
that professional corporations should be
taxed no differently from other corpora-
tions and IRS has been rebuffed by the
courts in every instance of trying to
change this tax treatment.

This amendment would not allow pro-
fessional corporation employees to de-
duct unlimited amounts of income. Any
pension plan of a professional corpora-
tion must be an IRS qualified plan with
benefits the same for all employees in the
corporation—in the case of doctors that
would mean for doctors, nurses, technical
personnel.

Contributions to the plan must meet
IRS standards of reasonableness and
IRS will disallow excessive contributions.
In any event contributions to profit-shar-
ing plans are limited to 15 percent of
salary.

For all the above reasons I strongly
urge adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I require.
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I ask unanimous conser t to have
printed in the RECORD an artcle entitled
'Physicians Profit From Tix Device,"
written by Sandra Blakeslee, and pub-
lished recently in the New York Times.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PHYSICIANS PROI'IT FROM TAX DEVICE

(By Sandra Blakeslee)
Thousands of physicans across th country

have begun to take advantage of a lucra-
tive tax device that is saving many or them
more than $15,000 a year In taxes.

Some doctors are finding they can use the
same device to retire on 10 times as much
money as they once planned—without earn-
ing a penny more during their careers.

The growing popularity of this tax mecha-
nism—the professional corporation—was re-
flected in interviews with medical society
official, legal counselors, management con-
sultants and physicians from around the
country.

"It's the hottest thing to happen to bs
doctors since penicillin," remarked a heart
specialist from California.

The tax device is also available to other
professional men, such as lawyers and archi-
tects, but they do not appear to be utilizing
it as widely as doctors because of problems
peculiar to their professions. However, au-
thorities said the concept might find wider
popularity as the practice among doctors
became better known.

The Treasury Department, which Is alert
to this trend and concerned about it, is
studying the matter as part 0 a broad ex-
amination of deferred compensation plans.
The agency intends to present legislation in
1970 that would seek to outlaw this practice
and to deal with what it considers to be
other inequities in the tax treatment of re-
tireinent plans for employes and the self-
employed.

One reason for the doctors' enthusiasm
for the professional corporation Is Illus-
trated in the case of a New Jersey physician
who for years expected his retirement in-
come to be $10,000 a year. He now expects
to get $100,000 a year after age 65, without
a change in his current standard of living.

The professional corporation, which has
been repeatedly ruled legal by the courts
despite frequent attacks by the Internal
Revenue Service, is the same as any other
corporation except that it is made up of sev-
eral professional men, or even an individual
professional man, rather than businessmen.
Like most corporations, the professional cor-
poration is a tax-sheltered entity that is in
a special, often enviable position come tax
time in April.

I.R.S. SHWrS VIxW
Before 1950, the IRS. said that profes-

sional men could group together to form
associations, or corporations, and that they
would be taxed as corporations, which gen-
erally pay higher taxes than individuals.

After 1950, however, the I.R.S. changed
its mind In view of amendments to its code
that had been made in 1942, These changes
allowed corporations considerable savings on
taxes through corporate pension plans.

Under the tax agency's 1950 decision, pro-
fessional men could not legally incorporate
because, the I.R.S. argued, a professional
corporation Is inherently different from a
business corporation.

In the eyes of the tax agency, the pro-
fessional corporation had become no more
than a lucrative tax dodge, and the agency
sought to prove its point in court.

By 1960, the tax agency had not won its
case, but It was making the establishment
of corporations increasingly difficult for pro-
fessional men. It did this by conducting
special audits, by filing lawsuits and by
doing what it could to discourage the trend.
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In the last two years, the agency has
fought and lost battles In nine district
courts and three Federal appeals courts.
The thrust of the rulings was that I.R.S.
opposition to professional corporations was
"discriminatory" and "patently arbitrary."

On August 8, the door was thrown wide
open. The I.R.S., giving up its legal fight,
promulgated a new policy that "organiza-
tions of doctors, lawyers and other profes-
sional people organized under state profes-
sional association acts will, generally, be
treated as corporations for tax purposes."

Physicians have been attracted to the
concept of professional corporations for sev-
eral reasons, according to doctors, lawyers
and medical officials interviewed. One Is that
many doctors, in the higher income tax
brackets, want to save money.

Another Is that many more physicians In
recent years have been tempted by the ad-
vantages of group practice—better hours,
better business arrangements and better
equipment—and find that incorporation of
a group practice offers them the best finan-
cial arrangements as well.

Engineers, lawyers and other professional
men who might qualify for corporate status
have been slower to take advantage of the
tax device, several observers said.

"Many lawyers just don't want to fool
around with it yet," said a lawyer from In-
diana. "They of ten practice alone and don't
want to go into groups, since groups offer the
best excuse to needing a corporation."

STATE ESTIMATES

Many engineers In New York State, for
example, oppose professional corporations, a
legislative adviser from Albany said. "Many
people don't feel It's kosher," he said.

Estimates of how many doctors are turning
to corporate practice are difficult to make,
according to the American Medical Associa-
tion.

The legal department of the A.M.A. receives
dozens of requests each day from physicians
asking for advice on incorporation proce-
dures. The association mails them a brochure
describing the situation in detail.

Some state medical societies will hazard
estimates.

In California, for example, 30,000 doctors
were said by officials to be lining up at law-
yers' offices after a professional incorporation
enabling law was passed in April.

The Indiana attorney general said that
there were 121 new professional medical cor-
porations in the state as of a month ago and
that 5,000 to 6,000 doctors in the state prac-
ticed through corporations. The average size
of a corporation is three physicians, and 14
Corporations consist of only one physician.

Each state is empowered to pass Its own
laws regulating corporations and setting
minimum standards for their organization.
Professional corporations, often called asso-
ciations, are flourishing In 48 states. New
York, Wyoming and the District of Columbia
do not allow them.

BILLS FAIL IN ALBANY
The battle to legalize professional corpora-

tions In New York is being carried on largely
by the state medical society, which will try
again next year to get the legislature to pass
an enabling law.

In the last year in Albany, two enabling
bills were defeated as legislators argued that
professional corporations would serve no pur-
pose other than to permit doctors to enrich
themselves at the expense of the state and
Federal Governments.

In other states, however, lawyers and busi-
ness management consultants have been do-
ing a thriving business with physicians.

One such consultant is Gene Balllet of
Teaneck, N.J., who advises doctors in several
surrounding states.

Recently, Mr. Balliet drew up a financial
plan for a well-to-coo client, a specialist in
internal medicine with a subspeclalty In ail-
ments of the gastro-Inteetinal tract. If he in-
corporates, this physician is advised, he will

save $17,280 a year In taxes and will be able
to retIre 23 years from now on an Income
of $99,900 a year.

The physician, Mr. Balliet said, Is not
atypical of many successful doctors found in
all parts of the nation.

According to Mr. Balliet's analysis, this
doctor would fare better financially next
year by incorporating, while still maintain-
ing the private, solo nature of his practice.

After incorporating, the doctor would prob-
ably pay more in overhead costs, due to added
costs In bookkeeping and accounting. How-
ever, he would be able to deduct about 20
per cent of his gross income—free from all
taxes—to put toward his retirement;

Over a 23-year period, before the doctor
reaches age 65, he could thus amass $1,665,-
200 In Investments, which he could draw
upon as retirement income.

If he does not incorporate, the doctor Is
allowed to Invest, tax free, only $2,500 a year
of his gross income toward retirement. The
$2,500 limit, celled the Keogh Plan, Is set by
Federal law for all self-employed professional
men except those establishing themselves as
corporations.

TAKE-HOME PAY

The doctor's take-home pay, or the dollars
In his pocket after taxes at the end of the
year, is less after incorporation than before,

However, taking into account the money
he has invested toward his future which
is part of his income, he can Increase his
Income from $60,800 before incorporation to
$72,850 after incorporation—a gain of more
than $12,000.

The A.M.A. Newsletter, in recognizing the
advantages of Incorporation, said recently:

"A major plus is that Corporate practice
offers physicians a greater potential eco-
nomic benefit than any other single element
In the financial environment."

The drawbacks of professional corporations,
the A.M.A. said, are that the I.R.S. may still
oppose professional corporations where It can,
that it coats money in legal fees to set up the
corporation and that patients may object
to being treated by a corporation.

However, some physicians, who have been
practicing as corporations for some time, said
in Interviews that there was no problem In
the doctor-patient relationship resulting
from the business move.

"My patients don't even know I'm a cor-
poration," said one physician from Skokie,
Ill., "and if they did I'm sure they wouldn't
care."

There are probably some advantages In
professional corporations for patients as Well
as doctors, according to Mr. Balliet.

Any doctor who 8ias half a million or a
million dollars in investments waiting for
him at retirement is less likely to raise his
fees, Mr. Billiet said. Professional corpora-
tions, he added, may serve to hold down med-
ical costs for the welfare of all—doctors and
patients alike.

A WEALTHY PHYSICIAN'S INCOME PLAN

[Following is a financial analysis prepared by Gene Balliet of
Teaneck, N.J., for a well-to-do medical specialisti

Continuing
in solo As a cur.

pract ice poration

Gross prod ice income for 1 year... -
Overhead casts
Amount deducted for tax-sheltered

investment plan
All forms of iosorance deductible...

-[-$2, 500 +$23, 950
—$1,297 (2)

Net personal income (total
assets) $60, 800 $72, 850

Footnotes at end of table,
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A WEALTHY PHYSICIAN'S INCOME PLAN—Continued

Coot no leg
in solo

practice
As 8 COT'
poration

I onestment projection: Keogh plan
to age 65(23 years); corporate
plan (to age 65)

Retirement income on a 6 percent
$173, 800 $1, 665, 200

withdrawal plan (per years) $10, 400 $99, 900

I Nut allswod.
2 Already paid and deducted.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this New
York Times article by Sandra Blakeslee
discusses the provision involved in the
pending amendment as one of the grow-
ing bonanzas in terms of tax loopholes,

Some years ago, we had before us the
proposal to allow self-employed people.
to deduct $2,500 or 10 percent, whichever
was the lesser, of their annual incomes,
to be set aside for retirement. Many of
us thought that was a very generous
provision. The doctors wanted it, and the
lawyers wanted it, and certain other pro-
fessional people wanted it; and while
some of us thought it was altogether
too generous, eventually it became the
law.

Subsequently someone persuaded the
doctors and certain other professional
groups that they could have an even
greater tax benefit by obtaining the pas-
sage of State laws allowing them to set
up corporations for the practice of
medicine, law, and the other professions.

Corporations, when they set up a
retirement plan, are required to have
nondiscriminatory plans, They cannot
discriminate in favor of highly paid em-
ployees. Most corporations have a great
many employees covered under their
plans, so that the amount of each em-
ployee's pension is kept within reason-
able bounds by virtue of the fact that
benefits must be funded for a large num-
ber of employees.

But in the cases where doctors get
together and form the kind of corpora-
tion that is authorized by these laws, in
many instances the physicians are in
the overwhelming majority. They are the
stockholders of the company, and also
account for perhaps 80 or 90 percent of
the earnings of all the people working in
the corporation. And they have one thing
in common: the desire to shelter as much
of their income from taxes as possible.
Where, under HR. 10, they can only put
aside $2,500 or 10 percent of their earn-
ings, whichever is lesser, under the State
laws to which I refer they could put
aside a much higher percentage of their
earnings before taxes, so long as per-
haps the one secretary they might have,
or the two or three nurses that they
might have, were also included in the
plan on a nondiscriminatory basis.

Just to quote one paragraph of the
article to which I have referred—and
my staff advises me this is sound—

One reason for the doctors' enthusiasm
for the professional corporation is illustrated
in the case of a New Jersey physician who
for years expected his retirement income
to be $10,000 a year. He now expectm to get
$100,000 a year after age 65, without a th.ange
in his current standard of living.

Imagine that; he can step up his re-
tirement income from $10,000 to $100,000
a year without any sacrifice in his cur-
rent standard of living. Uncle Sam is
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$176,700 $176,700
—$53,000 —$55,650

—$2,500 —$23,950
(I) —$1,297

Net practice income $121,200 2i HI
Tax bracket(percent) 64 66
Federal tao paid $64, 180 $46 900
Personal lake-home pay $57, 020 $48 900
Deductible investments added back

to indicate tntal personal income..
Personal insurance



December 9, 1969
paying for it. As Senators can well im-
agine, here is a fast-growing tax loophole
in the making right now—a vast tax
loophole, created by State laws to grant
a loophole in a Federal law.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator from
Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. And then he may draw this.
amount down so that it is not taxed
as ordinary income, it is capital gains
income.

Mr. LONG. If he takes a lump-sum
distribution, that is true. But even if
he draws it down in installments as ordi-
nary income he has a great advantage.
When he puts the money aside for re-
tirement, that is deductible, he pays no
tax on it. Then, let us say, it sits in a
trust for 20 years earning income, so that
the principal, perhaps, by that time,
has doubled or tripled by the time he
wants to draw it down. There is no tax
when the income is earned by the trust—
he is taxed only when he takes them
down. At that time he may be enjoying
the benefit of a much lower tax rate
available for retired persons. And if a
person is over 65—

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
Senator makes a most significant point.
Most of the officers of corporations have
only themselves as an officer of the cor-
poration.

An example is given in the New York
Times of doctors setting up these corpo-
rations. A plan is drawn up for a practi-
tioner .ln solo practice in a State, an in-
ternist, who makes $176,000 a year.

Under the Keogh plan adopted in
1962, he would retire with an income of
$10,400 a year. Under the present plan,
as a corporation, we find the same doctor
saving $17,280 a year in taxes. However,
in addition, with the use of the same
plan, In 23 years he has a nest egg of
$1,665,000 and he draws a $99,900 a year
retirement payment.

Mr. President, I was very much in-
terested when the distinguished Senator
from Illinois talked about our needing
doctors to take care of the health of our
Nation. I assure the Senator that this
doctor who is making $176,000 a year Is
not concerned with the slums or the poor
or the people who really need decent
health care.

The Keogh plan, adopted in 1962 at
their request, to take care of doctors and
lawyers was a modest plan. We agreed to
it in Congress. It had rules and regula-
tions making It possible for a self-em-
ployed person to put away $2,500 a year,
or 10 percent of his income, whichever
was lower. Now we suddenly find a new
gimmick with corporations being formed.

This is not the situation of a clinic
that has been established for a long time.
This is a doctor who is practicing by
himself and forms a corporation. When
the patient goes to the doctor, he does
not think he Is going to a corporation.
He is still going to see Dr. Jones.

Dr. Jones has a loophole and one of the
best tax shelters ever devised. His income
has been set aside. He will be drawing
$99,000 a year retirement instead of $10,-
000. The taxpayers are paying for It.
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It is the worst kind of subterfuge and
tax dodge. We should not be encouraging
this kind of tax avoidance.

The Treasury is studying the problem,
but, we should wait for the Treasury re-
port and allow this loophole to remain
untouched.

Mr. President, I commend the Finance
Committee for closing the loophole.

This is a tax gimmick that is going on
all over the country for the benefit of a
small group of doctors and lawyers.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senator
is correct. If we are going to close a tax
loophole, we ought to do it when there
is some momentum in favor of closing
tax loopholes.

I am in favor of tax reform. This is a
case of laws being passed by State legis-
latures with no other purpose in mind
than the avoidance of Federal tax laws.
A State legislator can vote for such a law
with a clear conscience. It will not cost
the State government one dime. It will
cost the Federal Government. He can
vote for it for his doctor friends for the
purpose of enabling them to avoid Fed-
eral taxes.

These corporations are formed for no
other purpose than tax avoidance. There
is no effective limit on how much money
they can shelter from taxation.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, if what the
Senator is saying Is true, where did the
committee get the figure of $2,500?

Mr. LONG. I am talking about H.R. 10.
That is the existing law. That is the
limitation for self-employed people. That
is how the doctors wanted It, until some-
one came up with this scheme.

Mr. COOK. Where did the committee
get the figure in the bill of $2,500?

Mr. LONG. That is what they wanted
and what is the law for a self-employed
person. They were self-employed people.
They came up here for it. They lobbied
for it.

Now they can set aside a lot more than
that under this scheme which we are
trying to eliminate in the bill.

Mr. COOK. But the distinguished Sen-
ator from Connecticut said a moment ago
that they could do all of these things.

We in the Senate have a pension plan.
And the funds for that pension program
come out of our check. It is a little over
$230 a month. That means that we pay
$2,500 and more into the pension pro-
gram in a year. We have to invest in it
for at\ least 6 years. I do not know how
much the Government puts into It at the
moment. It would be less than 3 percent
a year. And we are trying to figure how
on $2,500 a year this physician that
everyone goes to can build for himself a
decent pension plan. He cannot build on
it at all.

Mr. LONG. We do not get a tax deduc-
tion on ours. We pay taxes on the money
we put up. That is more than you can
say for our doctor and lawyer friends.
They have a tax deduction, and from a
practical point of view they can put as
much more into the plan as they want
when they pay taxes on that extra
money.

That is not what I am complaining
about. I am complaining about putting
this money aside without paying one
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penny in taxes. We pay taxes on the
money we put in.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, the reason
I asked the question is that I am trying
to figure how with a $2,500 limit on the
pension plan they can build up much of
a pension.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, for
many years a leader in the fight was
Representative Keogh of New York. At
the request of the doctors and lawyers,
he fought for a special provision in the
tax laws to allow a self-employed person
to set aside 10 percent or $2,500 a year,
whichever is lesser, from his income,
which he could take as a tax deduction
in order to build up a pension plan.

This took many years to go through.
In 1962, Congress adopted H.R. 10, the
Keogh plan, which for the first time al-
lowed doctors and lawyers to have a pen-
sion plan of their own.

The pension system enabled a doctor to
start building up an estate. If the Sen-
ator will follow with me this example
that was cited in the New York Times of
a plan, that was drawn up for a physician
in New Jersey, we will see what happens
under H.R. 10.

We have a physician with a gross prac-
tice of $176,700. He has overhead cost of
$53,000. He has a little more overhead
cost if he is a corporation.

He then deducts tax free, his invest-
ment plan under the Keogh plan of $2,-
500 a year. But, when he is a corporation,
he can now deduct $23,950 a year. This
is a new tax shelter.

Mr. COOK. He can do that.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Under the Fannin pro-

posal, which is now advocated by the Sen-
ator from Arizona we would have this
tax gimmick prevail. It is not ifiegal.
The Treasury Department has ruled it is
proper.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the Treas-
ury has lost case after case in the courts
until they say they cannot contest it fur
ther.

Mr. FANNIN. The Senator is saying
that I advocate this. That is not so. The
Senator is stretching the facts.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I say the Senator is
trying to permit It to remain as It is at
the present time.

Mr. FANNIN. Until we have hearings
and treat everyone alike.

I am just asking for the same treat-
ment for a professional corporation that
is given everyone else, other corporations.
I am not asking for any special privil-
eges.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Not special privileges,
but I am talking about the thrust of the
Senator's proposal as against the thrust
of the committee proposai, and I am
comparing them.

Mr. FANNIN. The committee proposal
is discriminating against one group.

Mr. RIBICOFF. No, I do not think the
committee proposal is discriminating
against anybody. The committee pro-
posal wants to plug a loophole before it
spreads like wildfire, all through Amer-
ica.

There is a paragraph 3.iere that, in
California, officers saId 30,000 doctors
were lining up at lawyers' offices alter
the Professional Corporation Enabling
Act was passed in April.
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Mr. FANNIN. How many corporations
do we have in the United States?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I do not know. Hun-
dreds of thousands.

Mr. FANNIN. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. But I do not think we

should be in a position, frankly, of giving
doctors and lawyers this tremendous
loophole.

Mr. FANNIN. Does the Senator favor
passing measures without having hear-
ings, without having departmental re-
ports? Does he think it is fair and equit-
able to pass measures on that basis?

Mr. R,IBICOFF. I think there is collec-
tive wisdom in the Senate of the United
States, and I think that the collective
wisdom of the Senate in many instances
is superior to that of a bureaucracy or a
department. I do not hesitate to have
the Senate initiate the legislative proc-
ess. What has been wrong with the legis-
lative process over the last 30 years is
that the Senate has failed to take the
initiative and has waited, hat in hand,
for a decision to be made at the other
end of Pennsylvania Avenue.

Mr. FANNIN. Does the Senator think
that we are prepared to pass judgment
on matters with which we are not f a-
miliar, with which we can become more
familiar by getting the departmental re-
ports, by getting information, and by
giving the people involved an opportunity
to testify?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Yes, I do. I think that
the Senator from Arizona, the Senator
from Louisiana, the Senator from Ten-
nessee, and I have sufficient knowledge
and experience that we do not have to
apologize to someone who is in the Treas-
ury Department for making a decision.
Members of the Treasury Department
and even the Secretary of the Treasury,
have only been there 5 or 6 months. I
think that our collective experience and
wisdom is equal to theirs. I do not hesi-
tate to take the initiative In the legisla-
tive process, and I hope the day never
comes when the Senate fails to take the
Initiative.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.
Mr. GORE. The distinguished Senator

from Arizona indicates that the commit-
tee is trying to discriminate against pro-
fessional corporations. As a matter of
fact, the committee has a provision in
this bill to put the same limits on sub-
chapter S corporations, small business
Corporations.

Mr. FANNIN. Partnerships.
Mr. GORE. Similar to what it rec-

ommends for professional corporations.
So, instead of the committee discrimi-
nating, the Senator from Arizona would
discriminate against small business cor-
porations by providing for so-called pro-
fessional corporations a kind of tax bene-
fit for retirement which is denied to the
small business corporations.

Mr. FANNIN. They have the privilege
of electing how they are going to be
taxed. They have the privilege of making
a determination. We are not giving the
same privilege.

I am not talking about what should be
done. I am talking about fairness and
equity in permitting the people involved
to come before us and testify and then
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getting departmental reports, so that we
can evaluate.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.
Mr. GORE. I rose to make this com-

ment because it was the distinguished
Senator from Arizona, himself, who
raised the question of discrimination.
Discrimination is not involved in the
provision in the committee amendment
as between professional corporations
and subchapters corporations. The dis-
crimination would be worked if the
amendment of the distinguished Senator
from Arizona should be adopted.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.
Mr. COOK. First, let me say that I do

not mean to disagree with the Senator
from Tennessee. One has an election as
to whether he wants to go under section
401 of the Internal Revenue Code or
under chapter S, and I think it would be
found that the same small corporation
would elect to go under 401.

I should like to make one thing clear.
When we talk about the fact that, some-
how or other, it is like Senator Pastore's
poor widow who has to work in a grocery
store or a department store, this just does
not apply to a doctor. If he elects to have
one of these programs under section 401,
is it not true that he makes an election
and that he has to file a qualified pen-
sion plan with the Department, and that
it not only applies to the doctor but also
to everybody else who works in his office?
It applies to the nurses and to the secre-
taries. It applies to engineering firms and
their employees. It applies to law firms
and their secretaries. It does not apply
to the individual alone.

Mr. RIBICOFF. That Is correct. But
there is a great difference In how this
operates, because there is a sense of bal-
ance under the Keogh plan. I will cite the
difference, with the same doctor.

Under the Keogh plan, which was
passed in 1962, the investment projection
in 23 years for the same doctor with a
lucrative practice of $173,800, would give
him a retirement income, on a 6 percent
withdrawal plan, of $10,400 a year. But
under the present corporate plan, the
same doctor, with the same income,
would have an investment projection of
$1,165,200, with a retirement income of
$99,900 a year. This Is a great variable.
The nurse who works there is not going
to receive $99,9&0. The nurse who works
there will probably retire at an income of
$4,000, $5,000 or $6,000, depending on how
many years she has worked for him.

What we have here is a situation that
is going like wildfire, and we are trying
to prevent a loophole from becoming
larger and larger until we find out the
Treasury's program to treat all retire-
ment plans, which they do not have.

What we have here is a discriminating
feature, because not every State has the
same type of incorporation laws. Not
every doctor is incorporated, not every
lawyer is incorporated, when they are in-
corporated It Is not a true corporation;
because, basically, doctors still have to
have ethical concepts; they are still per-
sonally liable. They do not have cor-
porate liability.
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Something completely false has been

engrafted on our corporate system—.
not a true corporation but just.a shadow
corporation, taking advantage of a tax
loophole gimmick.

Mr. President, our system of progres-
sive taxation on higher incomes has been
generally accepted for several genera-
tions.

But this system crumbles when a high
income bracket taxpayer is permitted to
take 20, 30, or 40 percent of his Income
which he earns in one year and defer
it in such a way as not to pay any taxes
until a much later date when he is in a
considerably lower tax bracket.

The whole concept of deferring large
chunks of income is contrary to the
theory of our tax laws. Deferrals can
only be used by people with high in-
comes. The vast majority of taxpayers
must use all of their current income to
meet current expense.

In 1962 Congress gave careful consid-
eration to the area of allowable income
deferrals for self-employed people. At
that time the Congress set clear guide-
lines for future policy. These guidelines
are known as the H.R. 10, or Keogh,
plan.

Since that time a great many profes-
sional people have simply circumvented
these guidelines by establishing profes-
sionai corporations. There Is no doubt
that the major if not only motivation
for these corporatio was the tax
angle to escape from H.R. 10 guide-
lines. No other basic change Is made,
These people are still self-eiiployed.
Often their clients do not know they are
dealing with a corporation.

As a result, doctors, lawyers, engi-
neers, who remain basically self-em-
ployed are not subject to the law for the
rest of the self-employed. These people
have been able to deduct tremendous
percentages of their current Income
tax free.

The tax savings have been enormous.
For instance, the professional with a
net income of $100,000 who previously
could deduct only $2,500 under the
Keogh plan can, by simply incorporat-
ing, be able to deduct say $25,000. This
permits him to decrease his taxes by
over $15,000.

In only 10 years' time this man will
be able to set aside a question of a mil-
lion dollars—60 percent of which is tax
money when he escaped from paying.

Mr. President, the Finance Commit-
tee studied this matter very carefully.
It has recognized that the provisions of
the bill may create a disparity among
professionals and the corporate execu-
tive. But it has also recognized that the
Treasury Department is at this moment
carefully studying this area and will
propose legislation to deal with these
problems in the very near future.

But this Treasury study is no reason
to delay closing off this loophole used
by professional persons who are still es-
sentially self-employed people.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Let us assume two doctors

get together and form themselves into
one of these professional corporations, set
up a retirement plan, and put 25 percent
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of the money they make into this tax
shelter retirement plan. They can include
in the plans, let us say, a 10-year vesting
provision. Then, having set aside 25 per-
cent of each nurse's salary for the re-
tirelnent plan, if a nurse quits before the
end of 10 years, they can use the amount
they put in to fund her pension, to fund
the other pensions including their own.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I quote from the AMA
newsletter:

A major plus is the corporate plan which
offers physicians a greater potential economic
benefit than any other single element in the
financial environment.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.
Mr. GORE. The irony of this debate

is illustrated by the fact that last eve-
ning the distinguished President of the
United States indicated a possible veto
of this bill, for one reason, that it pro-
vides a 15-percent increase in the social
security benefits—

Mr. COOK. The President did not say
that last night.

Mr. GORE. I listened.
Mr. COOK. They asked him if he

would veto the bill under the circum-
stances, and he said, "Yes." He did not
expand. He did not say what the reasons
were.

Mr. GORE. He did not say "yes."
Mr. COOK. He said, "No," that he

could not support it.
Mr. GORE. As I understood the ques-

tion—and it is in the newspapers today—
the reporter rose and asked the President
if he could sign the tax bill if it con-
tained a 15-percent increase in social
security benefits and an $800 personal
exemption. He gave a one-word answer—

Mr. COOK. The Senator does not have
any illusions about the other things done
in this bill, has he?

Mr. GORE. The irony of this is illus-
trated by the fact that the President is
talking about vetoing this bill because it
provides a meager personal exemption of
$800 and a 15-percent increase in social
security benefits, social security benefits
presently average only in the neighbor-
hood of $100 a month and the 15 percent
increase would raise this by less than $25
per month. Here we are talking about tax
deductions for retirement systems run-
ning into hundreds of thousands of dol-

- lars a year, and then, an amendment is
offered to strike it out. I suppose the
President would sign the bill if we did
that.

Mr. LONG. The Treasury opposcs our
doing anything about this fantastic loop-
hole until we spend a year studying it.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, that is
not true. They said they will take it up
all together.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I am
amazed at where this discussion is going.
Since when does the Senate depend for
its decision on what any secretary has to
say? What has hurt Congress is that we
have forgotten there are two ends to
Pennsylvania Avenue, one end where the
Presideiit is, and the other end where we
are. We should look at legislation and not
wait for what the Treasury, the Depart-
ment of Interior, or the Department of
Commerce sends here. That Is why we

have debates. There is not a man here
who did not come here with a great deal
of background and experience in life and
in Government. I do not defer to anyone
in the agencies in my judgment as to
what we should do. We can study the
problems and we are qualified to act.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, we have in
this bill what is known as section 311.
That was not the subject of the hearings.
An article appeared in Forbes magazine
that pointed out a device that insurance
companies and others were relying on. I
believe the Senator from Delaware dug
it out and said "Look at this. It is awful."
We asked the Treasury Department what
they thought about it. They said corpor-
ations other than insurance companies
also use that device.

The Treasury Department fought this
dcvice, but the courts were deciding the
lawsuits in favor of these corporations.
Finally the Treasury Department gave
up.

We looked at the situation and decided
to act. The Treasury Department did not
speak, but they know something has to
be done about it.

If they are not going to make doctors
and other professionals pay taxes, how
are they going to make others? The com-
mittee thought the doctors should pay
taxes.

Mr. RICOFF. And the lawyers.
Mr. COOK. Mr. President, there is onc

point 1 would like to make to the Sena-
tor from Louisiana. I do not think he is
just talking about doctors. I am not a
doctor, and I could not get to be one, any-
way, I expect. You could have the same
situation if plumbers got together, and
I suspect some of them have 401 plans.
It could be a tile man or anybody else, if
they are not a corporation. They could
qualify under this if they got approval.
This is not just professional groups of
doctors and lawyers. I think It should
be pointed out that is true under 401
pension plans, if you file with the In-
ternal Revenue Service and get approval.

I recall talking to the Senator from
Connecticut yesterday. We were talking
about social security provisions. I gave
an example. In the Senator's mind it was
an example of extremes. I would say the
example of the doctor with a pension
plan under 401 who gets $90,000 a year—.
I am sure the Senator would admit it—
is an extreme.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I would say that
basically the medical profession is the
highest paid profession in the country
at the present time. The plumber does
not earn $100,000 a year or $150,000 a
year.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, before the
Senator leaves the Chamber I would like
to clarify one matter. May I have the at-
tention of the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. COOK. I gave the Senator the
article. I read it.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the Senator
from Kentucky states "if they obtain ap-
proval." That is what the law suits have
been about. The Internal Revenue Serv-
ice has lost all the cases. Therefore, it is
no longer attempting to enforce the regu-
lations.

Now I wish to read to the Senator the
question and answer to which reference
was made earlier. The question asked the
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President at the news conference last
night was:

Q. Sir, if the final version of the tax refotm
bill now pending In Congress Includes the
Senate-adopted $800 exemption provision
and the 15 percent Social Security Increase,
can you sign it?

A. No.

Mr. COOK. I would hope the Senator
would state for the RECORD that I gave
him the article.

Mr. GORE. I appreciate it very much.
However, it illustrates this point:

We have been debating for an hour
and a half a reasonable provision in the
tax bill to put some reasonable limit on
tax deductions for personal corporation
retirement systems when the President is
threatening to veto the bill because we
gave a 15-percent increase for the old
people trying to live on social security,

Mr. FANNIIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
the Senator from Kentubky (Mr. CooK),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
and the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
BELLMON), be added as cosponsors of
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN in the chair). Without objection,
it Is so ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FANNIN. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I was im-
pressed with the talk about Congess act-
ing independently of the executive de-
partments. I seem to recall that a few
days ago when the President complained
that the legislative program was not
moving rapidly enough through Congress
that the response of congressional lead-
ership was that there were many
bills on which they had received no re-
ports from executive departments and
agencies. I think that is a rather moot
point here.

I am concerned about what was
brought out In the testimony. I would
like to ask the Senator from Arizona
the extent to which abuses under H.R. 10
were brought out In testimony before
the committee. Were these abuses cata-
logued or inventoried? How many ap-
peared before the committee?

Mr. FANNIN. We did not have testi-
mony before the committee.

Mr. TOWER. No testimony on this?
Mr. FANN'IN. No testimony and no de-

partmental report.
Mr. TOWER. I find that shocking,

Mr. President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield to me for 3 minutes?
Mr. FANNIN. I yield 3 minutes to the

Senator from Nebraska.
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I would

not take a position on any subject
brought before the Senate simply be-
cause a Secretary or anybody else said
they had reached a particular -conclu-
sion. I do not think that is enough. I
would like to know his reasons for that
conclusion.

'Mr. President, I rise to support me
Fannin amendment or two reasons.
First, there were no hearings, and sec-
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ond, the Treasury is opposed for good
and substantial reasons.
LIMITATIONS ON CONTRIBUTIONS To PENSION

AND PROFrF-SNARINO PLANS

Mr. President, the Treasury is in Op-
position to sections 531 and 901 of the
Tax Reform Act, which would impose
limitations on contributions on behalf
of shareholder-employees to qualified
pension and profit-sharing plans of sub-
chapter S corporations and professional
service corporations. Its opposition re-
sults from the belief that an overall re-
view of the entire deferred compensa-
tion area is necessary but that piece-
meal amendments are not an effective
way of dealing with the problems in this
area.

During the past several monthi, I am
informed, the Treasury has been study-
ing intensively this area, with a view to
submitting comprehensive recommenda-
tions to the Congress early next spring.
One conclusion of this study is that the
distinction in present law between cor-
porations and unincorporated businesses
is an unwise one. Not only is it question-
able from the standpoint of tax policy,
but it also has important nontax implica-
tions. This distinction is undoubtedly re-
sponsible for the enactment of special
legislation in 47 States permitting pro-
fessional persons to practice their pro-
fessions in corporate form. While most
of this legislation contains safeguards
intended to maintain the traditional
relationship between the professional
and his client, it is not certain that this
result will obtain, and this relationship
may be altered.

One of the questions the Treasury is
studying is the desirability of limits on
contributions to or benefits under pen-
sion and profit-sharing plans, the form
in which these limits should be cast, the
effect of contributions or benefits in ex-
cess of these limits. Thus, the matter
with which sections 531 and 901 deal will
be specifically covered in the recom-
mendations to be made next year.

With respect to section 531, it should
be noted that this provision was recom-
mended as part of a comprehensive revi-
sion of subchapter S of the Internal Rev-
enue Code. This revision would have
simplified subchapter S substantially
and made the tax treatment of corpora-
tions electing its benefits more similar to
that of unincorporated businesses. In
this context, it was not unreasonable to
extend certain of the limits on retire-
ment plans of unincorporated businesses
to retirement plans of subchapter S cor-
porations. Whatever the merits of this
argument, it clearly does not now. apply
since the comprehensive revision of sub-
chapter S recommended by the Treasury
was not adopted.

The Treasury Department supports
the deletion of sections 531 and 901 from
the Tax Reform Act. At a minimum, the
Treasury believes that the effective dates
of these provisions should be delayed for
1 year to permit consideration of the
Treasury's recommendations in the de-
ferred compensation area.

Mr. President, this Senator addressed
a letter to the Treasury Department con-
cerning these two sections, and under
late of November 21, Assistant Secretary
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Edwin S. Cohen, directed a reply to me,
and I ask unanimous consent that at
the conclusion of my remarks the text of
that letter be printed in the RECORD.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. HRIJSKA. Mr. President, among

other things, here is what the letter says:
We believe that the distinction In present

law between qualified retirement plans of
self-employed persons and corporate plans
generally is unwise and should be eliminated.

The elimination of this distinction is one
of the objectives of the review which we
have undertaken of the entire deferred mm-
pensatiori area. The accomplishment of this
objective may involve the Imposition of some
form of limitation on contributions or bene-
fits for high-paid corporate employees, at
least for shareholder-employees, and the
adoption of uniformly applicable require-
ments for vesting, eligibility, and other
matters.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
reasons for the Secretary's conclusions
are what are important. He is asking
that this matter be deferred until a time
that will be more suitable and in keeping
with the rules or logic and of determi-
nation of sound, public policy.

Thus, I would urge that the amend-
ment be agreed to achieve this objective.

Failing its adoption, Mr. President, I
intend to offer an amendment which
would make the subchapter S and the
professional corporation sections applic-
able for tax years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1970. In the interim, the
Treasury Department can submit to the
committee and to the Senate the results
of its study; we can then have hearings
and proceed in a logical and deliberate
fashion, which will be much more in
keeping with the determination of policy
in such an important area.

EXHIBIT 1
TNE DEPARTMENT OF THE TaEAsuay,

Washington, D.C., November 21, 1969.
lion. ROMAN L. HausscA,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAa SENATOR HRU5KA: You have requested
a statement of our position on the Senate
Finance Committee action extending the
limitations on contributions now applicable
to retirement plans of self-employment per-
sons to retirement plans of professional serv-
ice corporations.

As a general matter, the Treasury Depart-
ment Is opposed to the imposition of limita-
tions or requirements on retirement plans
solely because of the type of business en-
gaged In or the form in which business is
conducted. We believe that the distinction
in present law between qualified retirement
plans of self-employed persons and cor-
porate plans generally is unwise and should
be eliminated.

The elimination of this distinction is one
of the objectives of the review which we have
undertaken of the entire deferred compen-
sation area. The accomplishment of this ob-
jective may Involve the Imposition of some
form of limitation on contributions or bene-
fits for high-paid corporate employees, at
least for ahareholder-employees, and the
adoption of uniformly applicable require-
ments for vesting, eligibility, and other mat-
ters. Action in these areas Is consistent with
our basic objective In this area, the formu-
lation of a statutory framework which will
encourage the development of a strong pri-
vate retirement system, enabling us to de-
crease our reliance on the public system.

With regard to the particular matter under
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consideration, we believe that It would be
preferable to defer action on retirement plans
of both professional service corporations and
so-called subchapter S small business cor-
porations (also affected by the Tax Reform
Bill) until next year when we expect to
present comprehensive legislative recom-
mendations concerning all employee benefit
plans. At the very least, any provisions In
the Tax Reform Act extending the limita-
tons of present law applicable to self-em-
ployed retirement plans to retirement plans
of subchapter S corporations or professional
service corporations should be effective only
for taxable years beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 1970. This postponement would pro-
vide sufficient time for us to complete our
study and develop our recommendations and
for the Congress to act upon them. Congress
could act with the benefit of the views of
the groups interested In corporate plans and
the views of self-employed persons concern-
ing our recommendations. This limited post-
ponement would at the same time serve to
make clear the intention of the Congress to
act quickly In providing the much needed
reforms in this area.

I hope that this expression of our views
will be helpful to you in your consideration
of this matter.

Sincerely yours,
EDWIN S. COHEN,

Assistant Secretary.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, do I under-
stand correctly that the Senator is sug-
gesting we should make the effective date
of the provision in the committee bill
December 31, 1970?

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes. If the Fannin
amendment is not agreed to, I intend to
offer an amendment which would achieve
that purpose.

Mr. LONG. In the spirit of compro-
mise, I would be willing to agree that we
would make the date in this proposal—
and I should like to ask that the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN) be alerted
about this matter—I would be willing to
agree that we make the date of the pro-
vision we are discussing December 31,
1970. It will be a lot easier to close this
loophole after we conduct the hearings
and proceed with regard to this matter.
All lawyers know that that will have
to be passed on to close the loophole—
something like getting the genie back
inside the bottle, after Congress has
reasonably agreed to it, to permit this
claim to continue. This would be a bet-
tar way to handle it when, next year,
we finally agree on what would be in
order to take effect, rather than acting
without seeing what the situation would
be.

Mr. FANNIN. I appreciate. what the
Senator is talking about.

Mr. LONG. We would continue exist-
ing law until December 31,. 1970, and
at that point the amendment would go
into effect unless we have agreed to
some other alternative between now and
then. I think the Senator would agree
that something must be done about this.
The Treasury would be the first to agree
that something must be done. It seems to
me that if we are going to have to vote,
in the long run, to plug a loophole of
this kind, something must be done be-
tween now and the end of next year,
because if nothing is done about the mat-
ter, the committee amendment would
go into effect.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I would
urge the Senator from Arizona not to
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accept that, because I think many of us
feel that we should hold hearings before
we posith'ely enact legislation on this
subject. Within 1 year's time, that can
be done. Therefore, I would not like to
see this locked into the law, on the basis
of what we think may or may not be
right.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona has 36 minutes re-
maining and the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. LONG) has 26 minutes remaining.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I yield
such time to the Senator from Texas as
he may desire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized further.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, therefore
I urge the Senator from Arizona not to
accept the proposal offered because I
think we have adequate time to hold
hearings, and to consider and enact ton-
structive legislation based on the ac-
cumulation of the appropriate facts in
the matter.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Texas.
Let me say to the distinguished chairman
of the committee that I appreciate very
much his thoughts, but there are a num-
ber of cosponsors that I cannot contact
immediately and therefore would like to
defer the Senator's proposal at this time.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, from time

to time, we have seen articles or cartoons
to the effect that the Senate Finance
Committee was whittling away at the
bill. However, for those who have doubts
about the ability of the majority of
members of the committee to plug up
loopholes when we find them and do
what should be done in a certain area, I
believe we have a good example of it
right here.

The vote was 12 to 4 in the committee.
One can say that we did not have hear-
ings, but on the other hand, we did not
have the opportunity of doctors and
other professional groups bringing pres-
sure on members of the committee who
voted on this matter, before they voted
on it.

The balance on the committee is about
the same as in the Senate, and when we
looked into the matter, we decided, by a
vote of 12 to 4, that the loophole should
be closed.

If legislation is desired in the future,
we can have it. The Treasury can bring
in its recommendations. But the Treas-
ury's recommendations should come in
against a loophole that has been closed,
not against a newly created loophole that
has gone into effect, because when we
have people enjoying a tax advantage
never intended, it is very difficult indeed
to take it away. I submit it is better to
close the loophole in the beginning rather
than to allow people to create at all these
plans authorized by State legislatures,
and then say they are being discrimi-
nated against when Congress does what
It should do.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. GORE. I think it would be inter-

esting to see how many Senators who
voted against increasing the exemption
for a dependent child from $600 to $800
will now vote to give tax deductions for
retirement plans that are without limit.
The Senator from Connecticut read into
the RECORD the example of a deduction
of $23,950 to provide a retirement plan
of $99,900 a year.

The pending amendment by the Sen-
ator from Arizona is to continue the
legality of these kinds of retirement
plans and deductions for those kinds of
plans. So it will be interesting to see
how many Senators who opposed raising
the personal exemption for a dependent
child from $600 to $800 will now vote to
continue tax deductions for such retire-
ment plans as these.

Mr. LONG. May I say it would be even
more embarrassing, if we are going to
look at the record, to see how many could
not vote for a social security increase but
who will now vote that a doctor can take
a $100,000 deduction to achieve that re-
sult. So, just comparing roilcall votes
to see how it would be embarrassing, that
might be equally worthy for comparison
purposes.

Mr. GORE. But they say "fiscal re-
sponsibility."

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I think if
we are going to go into the record to see
who voted for something and who voted
against something, I think we should
show for the record that the personal
exemption was $500 in 1958 and It went
to $600 in a. Republican Congress. The
President was President Truman. I
think the record should likewise show
that the now Senator from Tennessee
was a Member of the Congress who voted
against it, and when the President ve-
toed the bill, he voted to sustain the veto.
So I think if Senators are going to show
how one voted yesterday and today, we
ought to have the full record.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I point
out that under this tax avoidance device
one can get a tax shelter and not pay a
tax on part of his earnings until he re-
tires and then pay the tax only as he
draws down the money for his personal
use. He will be in the more favorable
situation which exists when he retires
at age 65. He could even draw it down
in a lump sum settlement, at capital
gains rates.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, this
amendment does not change present
law. All we are asking Is to have hearings
and to have departmental reports, and
take it up in proper order.

Mr. LONG. All I am saying is that one
does not need to look at this situation
very long to see that those affected have
a big tax avoidance device. Every de-
fense against that argument has been a
procedural defense rather than a defense
on the merits. This is one of the big tax
loopholes we discovered while we were
considering this bill. This and section
311 were two big tax loopholes I was not
apprised of until we commenced the
executive sessions. I am happy to say for
the Finance Committee that, having seen
them, the committee then closed them.

Mr. FANNIN. The Senator understands

the difficulty of arguments from the
standpoint of news stories and news pro-
grams. The Senator made reference to
a news rticle. There are other reports
in the press we could use, but the Sen-
ator knows we are not going to get bogged
down that way.

Mr. LONG. The difference is that no
one in the Treasury says this is not a
big loophole, nor would anyone on the
staff or on the committee argue that this
is not a very big loophole and should not
be closed. Even the Treasury says it
should be closed sometime.

Mr. FANNIN. But it should be done in
an equitable, orderly manner. Fine, we
go along with that.

I do not think it is necessary to argue
further about it. We could talk all day.
Is the Senator ready to yield back the
remainder of his time?

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield briefly to me?

Mr. FANNIN. I yield.
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, in almost

all of the States today, doctors, lawyers,
engineers, accountants, and other pro-
fessional individuals have created cor-
porate entities for the benefit of them-
selves and their shareholder-employees.

The right to establish professional
corporations was won in a series of court
actions contested by the Commissioner
of Internal Revenue.

The Keogh bill (H.R. 10) gave self-
employed individuals the right to estab-
lish pension plans not to exceed 10 per-
cent of earned income or $2,500, which-
ever is less.

That measure helped the self-
employed to lay away a nest-egg toward
the retirement years.

Yet, the allowances under Keogh are
less than those permitted to corpora-
tions.

Now, these self-employed professionals
have the privilege of setting up new
corporations and should also be able to
enjoy the privilege of contributing more
generous amounts to pension plans.

Corporations should be treated alike
without discrimination against any one
kind of corporate entity.

I support this amendment.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if there is

no further request for time, I am glad to
yield back my time.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I yield
back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Arizona.
The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. TYDINGS (after having voted in

the negative). Mr. President, on this vote
I have a pair with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER). If
he were present and voting, he would vote
"yea." If I were at liberty to vote, I would
vote "nay." Therefore, I withdraw my
vote.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDxR-
soN), the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH), the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FULBRIGHT), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from Mon-
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tana (Mr. METCALF), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), and the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FULBRIGHT) would vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The pair of the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GOLDWATER) has been previously
announced by the Senator, from Mary-
land (Mr. TYDINGS).

The result was announced—yeas 65,
nays 25, as foUows:

INo. 198 Leg.]
YEAS—65

Allen Eastland McClellan
Allott Ellender Miller
Baker Ervin Moss
Beilmon Fannin Murphy
Bennett Fong Packwood
Bible Gravel Restore
Boggs Griffin Pearson
Brooke Gurney Percy
Burdick Hansen Prouty
Byrd, Va. Harris Randolph
Byrd, W. Va. Hatfield Schweiker
Cannon Holland Scott
Church HoUings Smith, Ill.
Cook Hruska Sparkman
Cooper Inouye Spong
Cotton Jackson Stevens
Cranston Javits Talmadge
Curtis Jordan, NO. Thurmond
Dodd Jordan, Idaho Tower
Dole Magnuson Yarborough
Dominick Mansfield Young, N. Dak.
Eagleton Mathias

NAYS—25
Aiken McGee Ribicofr
Csse McGovern Saxbe
Goodell McIntyre Smith, Maine
Gore Mondale Stennis
Hart Montoya Williams, N.J.
Hughes Muskie Williams, Del.
Kennedy Nelson Young, Ohio
Long Pell
McCarthy Proxmire
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—i
Tydings, against.

NOT VOTING—9
Anderson Goldwater Mundt
Bayh Hartke Russell
Fuibright Metcalf Symington

So Mr. FANNIN'S amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. FANNIN. I move to reconsider the
vote by- which the amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. HRtJSKA. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
* * * * *
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TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, what

is the pending business?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair

lays before the Senate the unfinished
business, which the clerk will state.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The
bill (H.R. 13270), the Tax Reform Act of
1969.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall It pass?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I send to the desk a motion
and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion will be stated.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The
Senator from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS)
moves that the bill (H.R. 13270) be re-
committed to the Committee on Finance
with Instructions to report back forth-
with an amendment, In the nature of a
substitute for the bill as passed by the
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House, containing the provisions of the
committee amendment, as reported on
November 21, 1969, as amended by all
amendments adopted by the Senate prior
to the offering of this motion with the
following exceptions and modifications:

First. The amendment proposed by the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Risi-
coFF) relating to a tax credit for ex-
penses of a higher education shall not be
included;

Second. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE)
relating to an exemption from the termi-
nation of the investment credit for up to
$20,000 of qualifying investment each
year shall not be included;

Third. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS)
relating to an exemption from the termi-
nation of the investment credit for cer-
tain investments in depressed areas shall
not be included;

Fourth. Section 515 of the committee
amendment__relating to total distribu-
tions from qualified pension, and so
forth, plans—which was stricken by the
amendment proposed by the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. INouyE) shall be re-
stored;

Fifth. The amendment proposed by the
Senator from California (Mr. MURPHY)
relating to the medical deduction in the
case of individuals who have attained the
age of 65 shall not be included;

Sixth. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN)
relating to a deduction for commuting
expenses of disabled persons shall not be
included;

Seventh. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE)
relating to increases in personal exemp-
tions, and making other changes in the
provisions of sections 801, 802, and 803
of the committee amendment, shall not
be included; and

Eighth. The various amendments pro-
posed with respect to social security ben-
efits—proposed as a new title X of the
bill—shall not be included.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the motion strikes provisions
from the committee bill. It is not a de-
laying tactic. If the motion should be ap-
proved the bill would be reported back
forthwith.

Mr. LONq. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would the

Senator desire the yeas and nays?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, while there

are enough Senators present, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would the

Senator be willing to agree to a time
limitation on his motion?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I would
rather wait until the Senator from Ten-
nessee is present to make sure he is pro-
tected. I told him I would not get any
unanimous-consent agreement while he
was not present.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

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

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, is the
motiop amendable?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion consists of instructions to the com-
mittee. Therefore, it would be amendable.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, could we
agree to consider the amendments en
bloc? I would just as soon vote the motion
up or down one way or the other.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
going to ask f or that later. I did want to
wait until the Senator from Tennessee
was present to make sure that if he
wished to object he would be protected.

I was going to point out that the mo-
tion is subject to amendment. Each of
these sections would be subject to amend-
ment; however, if we start all over again,
we will be back where we were before.

Later I shall ask the Senate for unan-
imous consent that these sections be con-
sidered en bloc in order that we may have
a vote on the merits of the issue.

I respect the right of any Senator to
vote for his amendment; however, it
would only result in moving this matter
back into debate.

The effect of the motion very simply
would be to strike from the bill the Sen-
ate amendments which would result in
a loss of revenue in 1970 totaling $10.65
billion.

There will be a total annual revenue
loss of $12.35 billion when we include the
effect of the Ribicoff amendment, which
will result in a revenue loss of $1.7 bil-
lion. That provision would become effec-
tive in 1972.

The breakdown of the proposals that
this motion would delete Is as follows:

The Ribicoff amendment, the No. 1
item, would lose $1.7 billion annually in
revenue; however, that would not be lost
until years hence.

The Hartke amendment, which rein-
stated a portion of the 7-percent invest-
ment tax credit, would cost $720 million
a year.

Under the Stevens amendment for the
depressed areas, which would restore the
investment tax credit for depressed areas,
we would lose $70 million a year.

Under the Inouye amendment, which
would restore the capital-gains treat-
ment which comes from distribution
under pension funds, $10 million a year
would be lost.

Under the Murphy amendment for un-
limited deductions for medical expenses
after age 65 we would lose $210 million
per year.

Under the Fannin amendment, which
deals with the deductions for commuting
expenses for disabled persons, and so
forth, we would lose $90 million per year.

The Gore amendment would result in a
$2.3 billion additional loss of revenue in
1970. The additional loss of revenue in
1971 would be $3.8 billion.

When we add the Ribicoff amendment
to it, we have a loss of revenue as the
result of Senate action totalling over $12
billion annually.

The social security amendments that
would be deleted involve some $7.5 bil-
lion. That refers to the social security
15 percent increase across-the-board
amendment at a cost of $4.5 billion; this
is the amendment of the Senator from
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West Virginia (Mr. BYRD) to raise the
minimum to $100. That would cost an-
other $2 billion immediately while the
second Byrd amendment would cost $600
million for each of the next 2 years.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-

ident, I ask the Senator from Delaware,
does not the amendment offered by the
distingulshed majority leader and me
pay its own way?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It does
after 1972 when the new tax would be-
come effective. It does not do so for the
next 3 years.

I am talking now about the loss in
fiscal 1970. The Senator is partially cor-
rect in his statement, as I was going to
point out.

The second Byrd amendment, which
reduces the retirement age to 60, while
actuarially sound over a long period, re-
sults in $600 million loss in revenue next
year.

The Harris amendment would result
in a $150 million annual loss in revenue.

Taking the social security amend-
ments together, we have an annual loss
of $7.25 billion.

The Senate action on social security
would drain over $20 billion from that
trust fund during the next 3 years and
there is no method provided for financ-
ing these extra costs.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield again?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-

ident, the Senator referred to the second
Byrd amendment. While it would have
an initial impact on the trust fund in the
first year, is It not true that in the long
run it would level out so that there would
be no overall impact? And does the Sen-
ator not also agree that it would not
likely go into effect next year because
of the triggering mechanism which was
added?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator is correct-.—5 or 10 years hence.
However, I am speaking of the triggering
effect for the fiscal year 1970 if all of
the amendments are agreed to by the
Senate and by the conferees. It would
result next year in an additional loss of
revenue over and beyond what it would
be if we had enacted the bill, as reported
by the Senate Finance Committee of
$10.650 billion.

Our Government just cannot afford
such a loss in revenue, to do so would be
fiscally irresponsible.

That total of $10.5 billion does nOt in-
clude the Ribicoff amendment which goes
into effect a couple of years later. In-

cluding that revenue loss in the year
1973 would be $12150 billion. The total
loss of revenue for the next 2 years, the
2 calendar years of 1970 and 1971, if
the Senate bill were enacted into law as
it stands now, would be $22.800 billion.
How can we reduce taxes or increase
expenditures by such an amount when
we are already operating at a deficit.

That is the loss of revenue over and
beyond what would have been lost by the
bill If the bill approved by the Finance
Committee had been approved by the
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Senate without amendment the day it
was reported.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President. If the

motion is agreed to, would that prohibit
a vote In this session on an increase In
social security benefits?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It would
not. I was getting ready to mention that
point. That is why these social security
amendments were included. It was the
thought of some of us that social secu-
rity should not be a part of the tax bill.

I have conferred with the chairman
of the committee and with all the-mem-
bers on our side of the committee, and
we. are in complete agreement that the
social security bill would be stopped at
the desk if this motion were to be agreed
to.

We make this as a pledge. The House
is acting on a social security measure
this week. There is no question about
that. I suppose that it will be a 15-per-
cent Increase across the board. However,
it will be subject to whatever amend-
ments may be offered in the House or
the Senate.

We agree, and the chiarman of the
committee will concur on this, that if
this motion is agreed to we will stop the
bill at the desk when it comes over so
that it can go direct to the Senate
Calendar.

The question of whether the Senate
wapts to vote for or against a 15-percent
increase in social security and whether
it wants to vote for or against the other
social security amendments will all be
germane to the social security bill and
can be acted upon at that time.

This will assure the Senate that if the
motion is carried, the Members of the
Senate will have an opportunity to vote
on the question of whether they should
or should not raise social security benefits
before we go home this year.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, if the
social security bill frpm the House comes
over and Is stopped at the desk, would
that bill then be amendable in the
Senate?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes. It
would be the same position as any other
bill. The advantage of stopping it at the
desk is that it would eliminate the nec-
essity of the bill going to the committee
and the committee having to meet, with
or without hearings, and order the bill
reported. And the members of the Fi-
nance Committee will no doubt be tied
up for a day or two in the conference on
this bill no matter what we do on the
motion.

So, being realistic, I doubt that the
Senate Finance Committee would have
a chance to hold hearings and report a
social security bill. The chairman of the
committee and the minority committee
members have agreed that we would
stop it at the desk, if this amendment
is adopted, and then it could be brought
before the Senate at the convenience of
the leadership.

Mr. BROOKE. That would enable the
Senate to vote on an Increase In social
security benefits in this session, prior to
our recess?
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct. And the motion is being offered
with that understanding.

Mr. SCOT]?. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. SCOT]?. That is a very reassuring

statement, because I am sure that Sen-
ators will want to know about that if
they vote to support the Senator's motion
to recommit—and I intend to support it,
because the President has made it qulte
clear that the bill in its present form is
entirely unacceptable. What I want Is
a bill. What I want is tax reform. There-
fore, I also want to know, as the Senator
has given this assurance to the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE), that
the Senate will have a reasonable expec-
tation of treating the 15-percent increase
in social security proposal, now in the
other body, in the current session of
Congress. It can be so handled only, in
my judgment, by stopping it at the door.
The other body has that measure before
it and reportedly may act on it today.

If we have this reasonable assurance
that we can get the social security In-
crease this year, I believe that the Sen-
ator's motion offers the Senate an op-
portunity to go on record with regard
to the features of this bill which we may
severally and effectively regard as bad.
For example, I do not regard as seriously
or as ominously bad certain of the
amendments which the Senator from
Delaware Includes in his motion to re-
commit. But I hope that he will ask that
they be voted on en bloc, as he says, in
order that we do not have to again go
through this lengthy exercise of trying
new amendments to the bill by handling
his motion other than as a single motion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator. I will make that request at
the appropriate time, when Members are
advised.

I say to the Members that the position
I am taking today, to try to hold what I
personally consider is a fiscally responsi-
ble position, is not taken because we have
a Republican President in the White
House. I am not offering this as an ad-
ministration proposal, although I know
the President is very much concerned
about the revenues loss entailed in this
bill.

I remind Senators that a little over a
year ago I stood in this same place and
took the same position when President
Johnson was in the White House. At that
tlme I cosponsored, with the Senator
from Florida, a bill which we felt was
essential to the country, the 10-percent
surcharge; and I pleaded with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to sup-
port It because I thought our country
needed that revenue in order to maintain
the solvency of the dollar. I thought that
In order to check the threat of inflation
that action had to be taken.

I am making the same plea today. I am
going to ask at the appropriate time that
we can have a vote on this motion en
bloc. I would like to think that I am en-
titled to such a vote, because I feel very
strongly that we cannot afford this loss
of $10 billion in revenue next year.

So far as the particular amendments
are concerned I cosponsored three simi-
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lar amendments on prior occasions, but
today we just do not have the revenue.

I cosponsored on one occasion the
amendment sponsored by the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. RilIc0FF) . I think
there is a great deal of merit to the pro-
posal that we allow some form of tax
credit for college tutitions, and I am look-
ing forward to the day when we can af-
ford it. But I do not think we can do it
today and remain fiscally responsible and
make progress toward checking inflation.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. DOMINICK. I wish to comment on

item No. 1, referred to in the Senator's.
memorandum as the amendment of the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Rim-
coFF). Of course, he and I were cospon-
sors and the principal sponsors of it. Is
is not a fact that this amendment would
not become effective until 1972 and that
it would not be reflected in revenues
until 1973?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have so
stated in my opening remarks. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Nevertheless, if we have the revenue to
do it in 1972 it could then be done. I shall
not be in the Senate, but I look forward
to the day when this amendment can be
made part of the law. I think it is some-
thing Congress should consider when-
ever the money is available, but we do.
not have it now.

What I was confronted with was not
singling out those amendments which I
felt were not meritorious. They all have
merit. I took them across the board, on
both sides of the aisle.

On a few occasions I have offered In
the committee the same amendment that
was offered by the Senator from Califor-
nia (Mr. MURPHY), and I tried to get it
adopted. I think there is merit to it. I
think there is great merit to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arizona. I will
not quarrel with the merit of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee. I
know that there is a great deal of senti-
ment in this country for these exemp-
tions.

The amendment of the Senator from
Connecticut and the Senator fromColo-
rado would not become effective until
1972. On the other hand, the Gore
amendment represents an additional loss
In revenue in 1970 of $2.3 billion beyond
the committee bill, and in 1971, $3.8 bil-
lion. But the long-range effect of the
Gore amendment is that it would not lose
any more revenue than would the com-
mittee bill. I think in fairness that it
should be stated.

So I am not attacking any of these
amendments on their merits; not one of
them. I am not discussing their merits.
I am discussing only the fiscal impact
on our budget for the years 1970 and
1971.

Mr. DOMINICK, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will
yield for a question. I promised the Sen-
ator from New York that I would yield
to him.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator, who has gone a little further
with his speech than he thought he
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would have to, If he would yield to me.
We are tying up a number of Senators
on another matter. I think we could
finish all our business withIn 15 min-
utes, I will try to make It 10 minutes. We
have the hunger problem before us now.
I ask him to yield to me, without losing
his right to the floor.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that I
may yield for 10 mInutes to the Senator
from New York, without losing my right
to the floor.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question on this
colloquy?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. DOMINICK. If the Senator from

Delaware should try to get unanimous
consent to consider these items en bloc,
would that then prohibit an amendment
to strike out one item or another?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; I
have checked with the parliamentarian.

I would hope that such amendments
would not be offered, and I am appeal-
ing to my colleagues not to do that for
this reason: If anyone offers an amend-
ment to protect his amendment, natu-
rally each Member will feel obligated to
have his amendment restored, and we
shall be back on the merry-go-round.

All I am asking for is a vote on this as
a package because I believe we have de-
bated the merits of it. There is no ques-
tion in my mind that the Senate is on
record for these amendments. For exam-
ple, the amendment of the Senator from
Connecticut and the Senator from Colo-
rado was adopted by a substantial mar-
gin. I do not question the sentiments of
the Senate. I would merely like to have
one vote. That is all I am asking for.

I was interested in good tax reform
measures as early as any other Member
of this body. I have been advocating tax
reform for years, as Senators know. I
regret that this bill has been converted
into such- a revenue-losing measure. I
would like to support it, but I cannot do
so unless some adjustment is made.

Since Labor Day our committee has
been in session almost daily and occa-
sionally on Saturdays. For months I
have neglected other matters in my office
for the one purpose of expediting this
bill in order to get before the Senate
a measure the Senate could support.

But the bill now before us, as amended
by the Senate, is not one I can support.
I am trying to make one last effort to
bring it in line. All I ask is the right to
vote on that question.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOF. Mr. President, I would

like to make the record clear at this
point, because of the debate which has
taken place and the discussion between
the Senator from Delaware and the
Senator from Colorado that the Senator
from Delaware points out the merits of
the Ribicoff-Dominick approach in the
tax credit and expresses the hope that
in some time in the future this legisla-
tion is adopted.
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The only way to get this philosophy
impressed upon the country is to pass
it as law.

The Senator from New York (Mr.
GOODELL), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. DOMINICK), and I were well aware
of the problems involved insofar as fiscal
responsibility and shortfall are con-
cerned. In our discussions we determined
why we believed in the principle. We
were deeply concerned that there would
not be a revenue loss for the coming
year. Consequently our amendment af-
fected 1972, which would first show up in
1973 when the tax returns for 1972 were
filed.

So the Senator from Colorado, the'
Senator from New York, and I do believe
that we were being very fiscally respon-
sible on a measure that had great popu-
lar appeal not only in the Senate but
in the country.

I am at a loss to understand why item
1 is included when we were being so
careful to make sure there would not
be a revenue impact until 1973.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I stated in my remarks that the
revenue loss would not take effect until
1973. I shall outline why I still think it
should be eliminated from the bill.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMEN'I'

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have dis-
cussed the possibility of a limitation of
debate, hoping we can vote on final pas-
sage of the bill today. For that reason, I
believe we have an understanding. i will
put the request, and see if we can agree
to it. I am going to ask that we limit
debate on the motion, and on that I am
going to ask for time to be controlled by
the author of the motion and the Senator
from Tennessee.

Then I am going to ask that we have
2 hours on the bill, to be controlled by
the Senator from Louisiana and the Sen-
ator from Delaware.

I want to make it clear that if amend-
ments are offered to the motion, the Sen-
ator from Louisiana would plan to offer,
in the event time on the motion had ex-
pired, at such time as seems appropriate,
time on the bill to any Senator who wants
to offer an amendment to the motion, in
order to explain his amendment. No Sen-
ator would be foreclosed from making a
statement, although we would have a 2-
hour limitation on the bill and a 1-hour
limitation on the motion, if agreement is
reached on the request.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, if the Senator will yield, as I
stated earlier, it is my hope that we can
get a straight up-and-down vote on this
motion, but I have talked with Senators
whose amendments are affected and
have assured them that they. would be
protected. I said that if we agreed to any
consent agreement we would have 20
minutes, 10 minutes on each side, on any
amendment they wanted to offer.

I hope no amendment will be offered,
but I am committed to protecting their
rights if Senators want to amend the
motion.

Therefore, I would suggest that we
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have 1 hour on the motion itself to be
controlled, as I understand, by the Sen-
ator from Tennessee,' and myself, equal-
ly; and if there should be any amend-
ments offered to the motion that they
be limited to 20 minutes, to be divided
between the maker of the motion and
myself, 10 minutes each; and then on the
bill we could have 2 hours.

I think that would protect every Sen-
ator's rights. Some Senators who are not
presently on the floor could be assured
they have this protection.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I think it
would be better to have more time on
the bill, which could be yielded. The rea-
son why I say this is that if a Senator
wanted to engage in dilatory tactics—
and no Senator has indicated any de-
sire to do so—the kind of consent agree-
ment the Senator is suggesting Is even
more subject to dilatory tactics than
would be the ordinary Senate rules.

My thought would be that if a Senator
really needed time, I would be happy
to yield him time on the bill. I am sure
the Senator from Delaware would be
happy to yield some time also, if he had
time remaining, to any Senator who
needed it.

I would suggest that we have 4 hours
on the bill that any Senator who
wants to offer an amendment can do so.
Then we will know that eventually we can
vote on the bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I assure
the Senator we can vote on the bill at an
early hour. This is not going to be a
dilatory tactic. In fact, I talked with the
majority leader and told him my plans.
If it should develop into such a delaying
procedure I would withdraw my motion. I
do not anticipate any problem in all in
that direction. I only want a vote.

I have promised Senators that there
would be no unanimous-consent agree-
ment if they were off the floor unless
they were protected in their rights.

I am hoping there will not be any
amendments offered, but I would suggest,
ir case there are that we have 1 hour on
the motion itself, equally divided, and
20 minutes on any amendment if there
should be one, equally divided between
whichever Senator makes the motion and
myself. I think we can dispose of this
matter in very short order.

Mr. LONG. Could we have an agree-
ment on how many amendments can be
offered? For example, if we are going to
allocate time for amendments to the
amendment, since the Senator's motion
would strike, as I understand, about 10
amendments from the bill, I would sug-
gest we have no more than 10 minutes
on a side for each amendment, with time
allocated for those amendments. That is
200 minutes, if we actually take 20 min-
utes on each one.

I cannot for the life of me see any
reason why any Senator, other than Sen-
ators interested in the amendments re-
fererd to, would want to offer an amend-
ment to the Senator's motion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I do not
think they are going to offer amend-
ments. The only reason I offered that
suggestion is that we make haste better
if a Senator does not think his rights
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have been ignored. I told certain other
Senators that their rights would be pro-
tected whether they were on or off the
floor, just as I promised the Senator
from Tennessee. He is present and can
speak for himself.

I would suggest that we proceed in
this way. I am confident it will not delay
a vote.

Mr. LONG. I am not going to ask
for 20 minutes on amendments. That
could go on forever.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. GORE. Perhaps I can offer a sug-

gestion. I have examined the motion of
the distinguished Senator from Delaware
to recommit. His instructions would di-
rect the committee to strike out eight
amendments. I find thajt on afl amend-
ments, except the amendment relating to
the social security benefits and the
amendment relating to an increase In
personal exemption, items 7 and 8, I
voted the same as the Senator from Dela-
ware. In other words, on his first six
items, his position and mine have been
exactly the same. Therefore, if we could
elimInate 7 and 8, I would be whole-
heartedly in favor of his amendment. But
if I removed from the instructions, or
attempted to remove from the instruc-
tions, what I do not like, I daresay other
Senators would do the same, and that
would open up the bill again.

I am willing to have a vote up or down
on the motion to recommit, but I realize
that if other Senators start offering
amendments, I will feel a necessity to do
so—which comes to the suggestion I arose
to make: If we could agree to a time
limitation on the motion to recommit,
plus 20 minutes for any amendment to
strike out any one of the eight items of
instructions, that would limit it to 160.
minutes at a maximum.

Mr. LONG. Item 8 is three amend-
ments.

Mr. GORE. I understand it is, but it
would all be together by a motion to
strike out item 8 in the Senator's instruc-
tions.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, suppose I
put it this way: I ask unanimous con-
sent that further debate on the motion
of the Senator from Delaware be lim-
ited to 1 hour, to be divided between the
Senator from Delaware and the Sena-
tor from Tennessee—the manager or a
Senator to be designated by him—and
that the time on amendments to the
amendments that would be stricken—
they are listed as eight, but item 8 is
three amendments, one by the Senator
from Louisiana and two by the Senator
from West Virginia—be limited to 20
minutes, to be divided between the spon-
sor of the amendment and the Senator
from Delaware—not to exceed 20 min-
utes, to be equally divided—and that
there be 2 hours of debate on the bill
itself, to be controlled by the manager
of the bill and the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. WILLIAMS).

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
agreeable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, does that mean

there would not be an opportunity for
anyone else, other than the sponsors of
the affected amendments, to offer
amendments?

Mr. LONG. No; it does not. That is
the purpose of asking for 2 hours. If
someone else wants to offer something,
the manager of the bill and the Senator
from Delaware then have 2 hours in
which they can yield to Senators who
might wish to discuss some thought of
theirs, or might wish to bring up some
additional item of debate on something
that may come up later.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield to me so
that I may propound a parliamentary
inquiry?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, it seems

to me that it is of the utmost importance
that Senators understand what will be
the situation in the event that this
motion of the Senator from Delaware—
or, if it be modified, any modification of
it—be agreed to, and if the Finance Com-
mittee, acting instanter, reports back a
bill shorn of the amendments, hereto-
fore voted, mentioned by the Senator
from Delaware in his motion, or any por-
tions thereof.

Therefore, I make this parliamentary
inquiry: In the event of the adoption
of the motion of the Senator from Dela-
ware to recommit, and the immediate
action, as directed by that motion, of the
committee in reporting back the bill
shorn of the various amendments here-
tofore voted which are recited in the
motion, or which may be recited in the
motion as modified, the question is,
Would the bill still then be in the po-
sition it now is; that is, of having passed
third reading and being subject to being
voted up or down on the question of
passage?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the
opinion of the Chair, the bill having been
read the third time, the question would
be on the adoption of what the commit-
tee reported back forthwith.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

As I understand the ruling of the Pre-
siding Officer—and I think it is correct—
it is that, as reported back, the bill would
not then be subject to amendment, but
the question would be on passage, up or
down, in the condition reported back by
the committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As re-
ported back; the Senator is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Chair.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-

ident, I might add that having consulted
with the Parliamentarian before I made
the motion, I concur completely with the
ruling. It was for that reason that I
waited until after third reading of the
bill to make my motion, so that we would
not be opening it up for another donny-
brook of amendments.

I state again that I advised those whose
amendments are, proposed to be deleted
by my proposal. Senators knew what ac-
tion I was planning to take here. I have
tried to protect their interests so that

they will have an opportunity to defend
their proposals.

I have checked with the Parliamen-
tarian and am advised that I can ask
unanimous consent that the various
items in my motion be considered en bloc
and that, at the same time, obtaining
unanimous consent for that would not
preclude any Senator who might wish to
offer an amendment to my motion from
doing so. Their rights would be protected.

With that understanding I ask unani-
mous consent that the eight points in my
motion be considered en bloc.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I realize that an excellent argu-
ment can be made for any one of these
amendments, and I realize also that the
sponsors of the individual amendments
feel very strongly about the merits of
their particular amendments and could
make a good argument that I should ex-
empt this or that proposal.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. LONG. I have been furnished with

a tabulation showing the revenue impact
of the various items in the Senator's mo-
tion, and I find that the biggest revenue
item on the Senator's list includes the
amendmeit I offered, which embodied
the provisions of the House bill for an
increase in social security benefits.

The Senator need not apologize for
moving to strike my amendment. If his
motion is agreed to, that is perfectly
all right with me. When the House bill
comes over, we can pass It. There Is no
problem about that, as far as I am con-
cerned.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I appre-
ciate that. I have discussed the matter
with the chairman of the committee, and
we agreed that when the House bill comes
to the Senate, we would stop it at the
desk so that Senators would be assured
they would have a chance to vote on that
social security measure, as the Senator
has stated.

We are trying to protect the rights of
all Senators, but I say again, the position
I am taking, as the Senator from Loui-
siana knows, is the same as I took very
strongly laSt year, when President John-
son was in office. I thought then that our
fiscal situation was such that we could
not afford to do without the revenue in
the 10-percent surtax proposal. I feel
equally strongly now that we cannot af-
ford to lose this revenue, and I am ask-
ing my- fellow Senators to give me a
straight up or down vote on my motion.
I certainly hope amendments to my mo-
tion will not be offered, although I un-
derstand we could be confronted with an
almost indefinite donnybrook here. I do
not want that, and I do not ti-link we are
going to get it; but at the same time, I
did tell the Senators they would be pro-
tected in their rights.

The chairman of the committee has
been very generous, and I say that, hav-
ing worked with him for weeks and
months in the committee on this bill.
He has done a tremendous job as chair-
man in trying to get out of the com-
mittee and before the Senate a bill bal-
anced as to revenue and one that would
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provide some tax reform and at the same
time give some tax relief in other areas.

What the committee was trying to do
was report a bill which would not be a
tax increase or a tax reduction bill, but
one that would be more or less an equali-
zation of the tax load. We were adding
taxes in some areas and distributing the
benefits of the tax reduction in other
areas to people we thought were now
paying more than their proportionate
share. This was to be more or less an
adjustment bill. For those in the higher
brackets we were raising their taxes by
raising the capital gains tax or by elimi-
nating some of their benefits wider pen-
sion plans. While we were eliminating
benefits in many areas, at the same time
we sought to offset the increases for those
in the higher brackets where possible by
reducing their rates to 65 percent.

For those we felt had been overbur-
dened with taxes we eliminated over 5
million taxpayers from the tax rolls en-
tixely. We passed on to them the bene-
fits of the revenue gained from the re-
peal of the investment credit, which is
really a tax on corporations of about $3
billion. We distributed revenue to the
low-income groups. The committee bill
was a fair bill.

We tried to be fair. I recognize that
there are those who may differ with the
bill, but we tried to come up with an
answer that would not upset the budget
in the long run. But since the bill came
to the floor of the Senate it has, in the
opinion of some of us, gotten out of hand,
and I do not think we can afford the
impact of its additional $10 billion loss
in revenue. As I stated earlier, one of the
biggest items I have in mind, especially
for fiscal 1970 and 1971, is the amend-
ments of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. GORE). This one amendment in 1970
and 1971 would cost the Federal Treasury
over $6 billion. That would be highly in-
flationary.

However, as I stated earlier, the long-
range effect of the Gore amendment a
few years hence would not lose any addi-
tional revenue from the committee bill.
In fact, if I recall correctly, it picks up
$100 million over a period of time and
would be less costly when it gets fully
implemented.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I am very

grateful for the forthright statement of
the senior Senator from Delaware. There
have been a great many loose statements
made to the effect that the amendment
which I sponsored to increase the per-
sonal exemption was fiscal irresponsi-
bility.

The fact is that my amendment re-
placed other tax relief provisions in the
bill and, as the distinguished Senator
has just said, the responsible estimates
by our technical staff are that, when fully
implemented, the amendment which I
sponsored would cost an estimated $100
million less than the tax relief in the bill
which my amendment replaced.
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I hope that Senators and the American
people who read the RECORD will now re-
alize that this is the case. I read edito-
rials and I hear comments to the effect
that the Gore amendment is going to
bust the budget. As a matter of fact, the
Gore amendment, as the able senior Sen-
ator from Delaware just said, will, when
fully implemented, cost $100 million less
than the provisions in the bill which it
replaces.

If we look at it in the short run, the
amendment which I offered will just
about be even with the revenue gains in
the bill in the calendar year 1970.

There is a shortfall in the calendar
years 1971 and 1972. However, it would
not be enough seriously to affect thd
budget.

So, I rise to express my gratitude to
the able Senator not only for his state-
ment, but also for his responsibility and
willingness to refrain Completely from
misinterpretations of the facts with re-
spect to the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I thank the Senator. I tried to
point out in presenting this matter ear-
lier when the Senator was not present,
both the short- and long-range effect
of this bill. The Senator Is correct. At
the same time, I outlined the financial
effect of the amendment of the Senator
from Connecticut and the Senator from
Colorado, the Ribicoff amendment has
no impact whatever in the years 1970
and 1971 but becomes effective after 1972.

I tried to outline statistically exactly
wnat the effect would be of each of these
amendments.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield again?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, I yield.
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, there is one

other distinction that we need to be re-
minded of. That relates to the difference
between the calendar year and the fiscal
year.

The Government budget is made on a
fiscal-year basis. However, taxes are gen-
erally levied and collected with respect
to calendar years. So, one can take his
choice as to which is the most appro-
priate period to use. As a matter of fact,
the able senior Senator from Delaware
has referred to both calendar year and
fiscal year.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator is correct, and changes made in the
bill will only have half of the effect for
fiscal year 1970, whereas in calendar year
1970 it would be fully effective,

I have tried to keep in context the pro-
visions of the various amendments and
the Impact they would have in the re-
spective years. Likewise, the provisions
of the social security amendments will
result in a $7.25 billion drain on the trust
fund in 1970, and there would be about
the same drain in 1971 and 1972. But In
1973, as the Senator from West Virginia
pointed out, there would under his
amendment, be a tax to offset the cost
of his amendment. However, in the next
three years under the Byrd amendment
and the Long amendment we would have
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a $21.75 billion drain from the social
security trust fund over and above the
revenue being provided.

I recognize that Congress will pass
some kind of social security increase
measure in this session of the Congress,
but surely it will be properly financed.

I am confident that before Congress
goes home it will pass some kind of so-
cial security measure, but let the in-
creased taxes for that measure be a part
of the same bill. However, my tabulation
concerns the next 2 years' loss of revenue
in this bill, and as I stated, I hope that
we can get a vote up or down on this
pending motion, which would save this
revenue loss.

Last year I introduced President John-
son's tax bill and coupled it with what I
thought was an important additional
measure providing for expenditure con-
trols and reducing the expenditures by $6
billion.

A lot of people ask why the surtax was
not more successful. It may not be a part
of this debate, but I think that it should
be mentioned. One reason that the sur-
tax was not successful in controlling in-
flation was that Congress was a year late
in getting it enacted. And after that
there was a gradual whittling away by
Congress and the administration of the
expenditure controls. Expenditure con-
trols were eroded by a series of exem-
tions, and during the latter half of last
year the Federal Reserve Board pumped
money into the economy at a faster rate
than normal. Both steps contributed to
the Inflation in my opinion.

Again, if Congress had acted on the
administration's recommendations for a
repeal of the investment tax credit and
extension of the surtax a little earlier,
it would have helped. I think Congress
could have acted earlier. We delayed and
have not acted yet on investment credit.
The taxpayers do not know whether they
are going to get the tax credit or whether
it will be repealed, That has created a
problem.

Let us eliminate this uncertainty and
take action on the bill, either pass it or
do not pass it, and either accept or do not
accent my motion. However, we should
act so that tbe taxpayers will know
where we stand.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senator

from Delaware has compiled two tabu-
lations, I believe with the help of the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
Taxation, which show the increases and
decreases in revenues from the commit-
tee bill which result from the various
actions taken here on the floor. One table
shows this information on a fiscal year
basis and the other is on a calendar year
basis. I ask unanimous consent that tha
tables, which I understand have been
laid on Senators desks, be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the RacoaD,
as follows:
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DECREASES (—) AND INCREASES (+) IN TAX LlAlLITY AND SOCIAL SECURITY VENEFITS RESULTING FROM SENATE APPROVED AMEDNMENTS AS COMPARED TO SENATE FINANCE

COMMITTEE BILL, CALENDAR YEARS 1969—1974 AND LONG RUN

In millions)

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 Long run

Tax relief tar individuals —$2, 251 —$3, 739
Investment credit:

Small business exemption —$520 —720 —720
Depressed area exemption —10 —70 —70

Medical expenses for aged —225 —225
Transportation deduction for disabled —90 —90
Exemptinn for foster Children —(1) —(1) —(1)
Credit for higher educatinn expenses
Capitalization of certain citrus grove costs +5 +10
Total distributions tram pension plans, and so forth —1)
Reduction of audit fee tax on foundntinns —0 —20
Liberalizntinn at children's soppnrt test 75
Alternative capital gains rate prevision —50 —65
Accumulation trusts —15
Tax on preference income —20 —20
Real estate () —10

Percentage depletion (molybdenum) —5

+$85 +185 +$85 +185

—720 —720 —720
—70 —70 —70

—225 —225 —.225
—90 —90 —90
—(1) —(1) —(1)

—1800 —1,800 —1,800
+10 +10 +10
—10 —15 —20
—20 —20 —25
—75 —75 —75
—80 —80 —80

—20 —20 —20
—20 —30 —45

—5 '—5 —5

I Less than $2,500,000.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I think it
is correct to say that the calendar year
table shows that the bill as presently
tailored, would produce a revenue de-
crease as compared with the committee's
bill of $530 million this year—1969; in
197, the decrease would be $9,226 mil-
lion; in 1971, it wOuld be $11,449 million,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. For 1970
it is $9,226 million.

Mr. LONG. For 1971, $11,449 million;
for 1972, $9,440 million; and for 1973,
$2,755 million. It would stay at about
that level thereafter. In the long run,
the bill as it now stands would result in
an additional revenue loss of $2,860 mil-
lion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. LONG. The evaluation contained
in the Senator's table is a precedent that
Is desirable. Just as we today are evaluat--
Ing the revenue impact of this bill, we
also at the end of each year, ought to
take a look at what we have done, to
see where we stand in terms of appro-
priations, and to determine what is
needed in terms of revenue. We should
seek to arrive at balance that would
be responsible, so that we would nGt con--

—$2,095 +085 +$85
—790 —790 —790
—225 —225 —225

—90 —90 —90
—180 —1,800 —1,800
+10 +10 +10
—5 —10 —15

—20 —20 —20
—75 —75 —75
—65 —80 —80
—15
—20 —20 —20
—10 —25 —30

—5 —5 —5

tinue indefinitely to have the fantastic
national debt that at present overhangs
the economy and the Nation.

We should think about the economic
condition of the country, and all other
relevant factors being equal, we should
try to raise at least as much money as
we spend,

The Senator from Delaware is seeking
to provide that, at least so far as this
bill is concerned—and that is, after all,
what the members of the Committee on
Finance have to think about—the Gov-
ernment will not be placed in a very bad
fiscal situation.

I think I would vote for the Senator's
amendment. If we do not do so, we will
have something of this sort in confer-
ence, In other words, the House of Rep-
resentatives, having sent us a tax reform
and tax reduction bill that it regarded
as being fiscally responsible, will un-
doubtedly be extremely concerned about
the fiscal impact of the bill as it now
stands. They will say they sent us a bill
that was fiscally responsible, taking into
account the inflationary pressures, the
budgetary problems, and the various
other factors that confront this Nation,
its tax system and its economy at this

point, but that we, on the floor of the
Senate, played politics and voted for
many things with political appeal and
many things that are desirable if we can
afford them, without providing the funds
to pay for all this.

The Senator knows how concerned
House confereees can be when they feel
the Senate has put many amendments
on a basically good bill which do nothing
but create mischief. I find it somewhat
embarrassing to go into a room with
those men, who have been responsible on
their side, and tell them that we have
overburdened the bill to the tune of ap-
proximately $11 billion.

There is no doubt in my mind that if
the Senator's motion is not agreed to,
we still will have to take a good amount
of the revenue loss out of this bill—in
fact, much of what the Senator is seeking
to strike from it, including my amend-
ment. So far as I am concerned, I would
be content to look at the social security
bill when the House sends it to us this
week or next week, as the case may be,
and consider those items individually
and also the administration's objections
to putting the program into effect as of
January 1. I know they prefer that the
effective be March 1, with the first in-
creased checks being received in April.
Also, we could then consider the amend-
ments that have been added to this bill.
There is no doubt in my mind that if
we consider the social security bill by
itself, it will pick up other amendments
which may be meritorious and worthy,
but I should think we could vote on the
social security bill within a week.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think
we can. I appreciate the remarks of the
Senator from Louisiana.

It should be pointed out that the fig-
ures he read from the chart being placed
In the RECORD are the differences as corn--
pared with the bill Feported by the Sen--
ate Finance Committee.

The reason I want to make this mo-
tion is that if we go to conference with
the bill as it is I am afraid that we shall
not be able to complete the work in
time to get the bill back and signed by
the President. Furthermore, it will be

Total —530 —3, 526 —5,049 —3,040
Sncial security:

Benefits —5,700 —6,400 —6,400
Tax

Total including social security

—720
—70

—225
—90

—(1)
—1,800

+10
—55
—25
—75
—80

—20
—90

—530 —9,226 —11,449

DECREASES (—) AND INCREASES (+) IN TAX RECEIPTS AND SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT PAYMENTS RESULTING FROM
SENATE APPROVED AMENDMENTS AS COMPARED TO SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE BILL FISCAL YEARS 1970—74

—3,055 —3,080 —3, 160

—6,400 —6, 400 —6,400
+6,700 +6,700 +6,700

jln miIIions

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

—9,440 —2,755 —2,780 —2,860

Tao relief tor individuals —$970 —$3,040
Investment credit —585 —780
Medical expenses for aged —25 —225
Transportation deduction Ins disabled —10 —90
Credit for higher education espeises
Capitalization of certain citrus grove costs (5) +5
Total distributions From pension plans, and so forth (l) (5)

Redaction of audit fee tax on Inundations —5 —20
Liberalization of children's support test —30 —75
Alternative capitol gains rate provisinn —5 —50
Accomolation trusts (1)

Tax on preference income —20
Real estati, (I) (I)
Percentage depletion (molybdenum) (L) —S

Total —1,630 —4,305 —3,585 —3,045 —3,095
Social Security:

Benefits —2,600 —6,300 —6,400 —6,400 —6 400
Tax +700 +6,700

Total including social security

Less than $2.5 million,

—4,230 —10, 605 —9,985 —8, 745 —2, 755
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sheer hyprocrisy on the part of the Sen-
ate to pass this bill in its present form
and then expect the conferees to elim-
inate those same provisions for which
they are now voting. Let us each be man
enough to take a firm stand. Congress
has already waited too long to act on
some of these measures.

For example, the investment tax
credit: Either this bill becomes law at
the end of this year, or there will be
no repeal effective for 1969. We cannot
repeal the investment tax credit next
year and make it retroactive in the cal-
endar year 1969. We have never done
that in our committee. This bill would
be retroactive to April 18. Soon the taxi-
payers will be filing their returns. They
get their tax returns in the mail the first
of the year, and they have a perfect
right to compute their tax liability based
on the law as it was at the close of the
year, and the present law still provides
for a 7-percent investment tax credit.
We must complete action on this bill
within the next few days, or it will be
too late. That Is why my motion is so
important.

The same is true with the excise taxes,
which expire December 31, 1969. The
surcharge expires at the end of this year.
There is no good reason why the Senate
has delayed action on these proposals
until this late hour.

With my motion I am trying to get a
decision as to what the Senate expects
the conferees to do If we go to con-
ference. Members may disagree with
what I am proposing to do in this mo-
tion, but let us vote. I understand their
right for disagreement.

I do not know of a single amendment
I propose eliminating that I could not
give a good argument for and cosponsor
if we only had the revenue. I am not
attacking any of them on their merits;
none at all. I am trying to present the
case of each of them as fairly as I can,
because I do not think we get anywhere
by trying to misrepresent; but the sum
total of these amendments which I pro-
pose to delete from the bill would result
in a revenue loss next year of over $10
billion.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. LONG. The Senator has presented

this table to us. While it is true that in
the long run the revenue impact of
what we have done on the floor is not
unusual—$2.8 billion in 4974 and there-
after—it is rather startling to note that
as compared to the committee's bill we
have an adverse impact on the budget of
$9 billion in 1970 and $11.4 billion in
1971.

The Senator is well aware that in the
Finance Committee—actually, It was on
the suggestion of the Senator from
Delaware—we proceeded with our bill
step by step through our tax raising
sections, our reform sections, to see how
much money we would raise; and, hav-
ing tabulated how much we would raise,
we then proceeded to see how much tax
relief we could provide.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. LONG. The Senator is going about
this In an organized fashion, having laid

the whole business before us, to see how
much we raise and how much we lose by
our actions on the floor. The Senator
now is offering a motion to bring the
bill back into the balance it had when
the committee reported it for next year
and the year after.

With all deference to what some of
these amendments would do in the long
run, as a practical matter we had bet-
ter be thinking about what we co for
1970 and 1971. The impact on the econ-
omy of a revenue shortfall as great as
we now have in the, bill for these years
could be exceedingly inflationary.

The Senator has indicated his desire to
retire. I hope he will change his mind,
and I believe that hope is shared by
every Member of this body.

Thr good Lord could call us home be-
tween now and then. But, there will be
other Congresses and other sessions when
people c.an think about what happens to
the Government in later years. We had
better concern ourselves now about what
happens in the immediate future. What
the Senator seeks to do at this point is
to save the Government approximately
$20 billion in the next 2 years.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator is correct.

I call attention to the fact that 17
months ago, on June 30, 1968, the na-
tional debt was $350.7 billion. On Novem-
ber 20 of this year, 17 months later, our
national debt was $369.5 billion, or an
average increase of over $1 billion per
month.

We cannot keep going down this road
of deficit spending and finance it with
the debt. It should be pointed out that
a part of this large increase in debt is
because the revenues the first 5 months
of a fiscal year are always lower than in
the second half. So it would not be quite
fair to say that we are running behind
at the rate of $1 billion per month, even
though the debt has increased that
much, because it will average out later.
But we are running a deficit of an aver-
age of approximately $700 million per
month at this time. We just cannot af-
ford to continue down this road, to-
ward fiscal insolvency. We can have a
bond-buyers' strike in this country un-
less this inflation is brought under con-
trol.

I promised to yield to the Senator from
New York (Mr. GOODELL). He has been
very patient.

Mr. GOODELL. I thank the Senator.
I appreciate his yielding to me. It has
been a pleasure to listen to the Senator
from Delaware, and I commend him for
his motion. I intend to support it.

I wish to congratulate him for the
tremendous contribution he has made to
this legislation in committee and in de-
bate on the floor of the Senate. He has
made a tremendous contribution over
the years in connection with tax legis-
lation.

In the. 'past weeks the Senate has vir-
tually washed tax reform away in a de-
luge of indiscriminate tax cuts.

We have before us now a bill which is
nothing mOre than an overstuffed
Christmas stocking. In its present form,
It is not so much a tax reform as a tax
relief measure. Its overall impact will not
strengthen the Federal tax structure

while eliminating inequities. Its whole-
sale tax cuts will feed inflation and take
away revenues desperately needed to
meet the social problems facing this
Nation. This is particularly true in the
next 2 fiscal years.

Amendments to the tax reform bill
adopted on the Senate floor will cost
about $10 billion a year in each of the
next 3 years. Much of this additional
cost is attributable to two amendments
which I would have favored under cir-
cumstances of fiscal responsibility with
the provision of adequate revenue to pay
for them, but had to oppose under pres-
ent circumstances because of their infla-
tionary effect. These are the increase in
the personal exenption from $600 to
$800 and the increase in social security
minimum benefits to $100.

Surely, even in the Christmas season
we cannot afford to be so prodigal.

A revenue loss of the magnitude con-
templated by the Senate bill will gravely
aggravate the inflation this Nation is
now facing—thus further eroding the
savings of millions of Americans and
diminishing the purchasing power of
their earnings.

Perhaps still more serious, such a loss
will make it impossible for the Federal
Government to provide •effective pro-
grams for alleviating poverty, hunger,
and urban decay.

Frankly, I find it difficult to• compre-
hend how some of my colleagues, who
have been highly vocal in calling for
massive new programs at the Federal
level for dealing with our social prob-
lems, could support enormous cuts in
tax revenues needed to fund these pro-
grams.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPONG in the chair). All time of the Sen-
ator has expired.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I yield myself 10 additional
minutes on the bill.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, it Is dif-
ficult enough under present budgetary
limitations to provide suicient funds for
welfare reform, revenue sharing, and
adequate health, urban rehabilitation,
education and job training programs. It
is stating the obvious that a reduction of
billions of dollars in Federal revenues
will make it literally impossible to fi-
nance these efforts at adequate levels.

Our budgetary problems have been ag-
gravated by excessive military spending
that many of my colleagues and I have
opposed. Such military spending, how-
ever, remains a reality. These bitter ex-
perience of many years suggests that if
revenues are cut, it will be domestic pro-
grams, not military expenditures, that
will suffer most.

I have long been an advocate of tax re-
form to make the tax structure more
equitable and to eliminate the favoritism
that now exists in the tax laws for spe-
cial interest groups.

There are tax reform provisions of this
bill that are improvements over present
law—such as the imposition of a mini-
mum tax on many wealthy individuals
who are now escaping taxation through
various deductions; a low income allow-
ance for the poor; a limitation on hobby
farm losses for the rich; and various
other loophole-closing measures. Several
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of these reform measures should, how-
ever, have been made much tougher.

In a number of respects, this bill is an
improvement over the House bill. It has,
for example, eliminated provisions of the
House bill that would have made it diffi-
cult or impossible for States and local-
ities to obtain financing for needed
capital improvements. It adopted more
sensible rules for the treatment of capital
gains and charitable contributions. And
It mitigated the highly punitive provi-
sions of the House bill regarding private
foundations.

I very much hope these improvements
will prevail in conference.

In other respects, the Senate bill has
been unduly solicitous of private Interest
groups, at the expense of real reform. A
glaring example Is the oil depletion al-
lowance—which was reduced in the
House to 20 percent but only decreased
to 23 percent in the Senate.

The Senate bill should be judged, how-
ever, not on its individual provisions, but
on Its total Impact.

It has become a wholesale tax cutting
bill more than a tax reform bill.

Its tax cuts are so deep as to cripple
our economy and hamstring our efforts to
solve the Nation's pressing social pro-
grams, particularly in the next 2 years.

Its total Impact, in short, is negative.
I shall vote against the bill in its pres-

ent form.
Mr. President, I shall support the mo-

tion of the Senator from Delaware to
recommit the bill. If the Senator's mo-
tion Is not agreed to, I shall vote against
the bill on the final vote.

I might say to the Senator from Dela-
ware that I was a cosponsor of one of
the amendments to which the Senator
refers, namely, the tax credit for ex-
penses of higher education. I regret that
he has included that proposal, because
the Senate at my request amended It so
as to have deferred Its fiscal impact un-
til taxable year 1973. As much as I have
favored this educational tax credit for
the 10 years I have been In the House
and the Senate, I did not feel we could
responsibly put It into effect before 1973.

However, since the Senator from Dela-
ware has included the educational tax
credit in his proposal, I want him to
know I do not Intend to offer an amend-
ment to delete It from his motion to re-
commit. I believe the Senator from Dela-
ware should have an opportunity to have
a vote up or down on his entire motion.

I believe the overall impact of the mo-
tion to recommit is so meritorious that
even though I do not agree with all its
provisions, I will support it.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I shall
yield in just a moment.

The Senator mentioned the fact we do
not have as much reform in this measure
now before us as some of us would like to
have. I certainly concur in that point, but
at the same time I think I should add
this comment. -

I have explained the financial impact
of some of the amendments which 1 am
trying to delete, Including the amend-
ment of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. RIBIcoFF) and the Senator from

Tennessee (Mr. GORE). I have tried to
outline fairly the impact In my remarks.
But I should add that throughout the
work on this bill In the Committee on
Finance and by our efforts on the floor
of the Senate we have been together 90
percent of the time in our efforts to get
needed tax reform. I compliment both
of those Senators on the efforts they have
made. I differ with them on this particu-
lar motion. I realize that. But at the
same time as one who worked to get
needed reform, as the Senator from
Tennessee and the Senator from Con-
necticut know, we have joined together
on many of the Items.

When It came to trying to get real re-
form in our revenue code I compliment
both of those gentlemen for the efforts
they made. I wish we had been more suc-
cessful. At the same time I am now try-
ing to delete a couple of their amend-
ments from the bill which would cost
over $4 billion and which I do not think
we can afford. I thought the RECORD
should show that.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the time In opposi-
tion be assigned to the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. GORE).

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, as I
listen to the distinguished Senator, I
know from my 7 years on the Committee
of Finance there is no Senator in this
body more interested in reform than the
Senator from Delaware. But on listening
to the Senator's remarks, I cannot help
commenting that If it were not for the
reforms the Senator from Delaware, the
Senator from Tennessee, and myself con-
sistently voted for in committee, and In
this Chamber, we would not have this
problem because those reforms not only
would have closed the loopholes and
brought real reform but would have also
brought in a considerable amount of
revenue.

Ir. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield at that
point?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. GORE. The record should also

show, somewhat in contradiction to the
statement of the Senator From New
York (Mr. G000ELL), that the reform
provisions remaining in the bill, despite
the barrage of amendments, will still
produce additional revenue over present
law of $5.590 billion. That is to be com-
pared with additional revenue that
would have been provided by the reform
provisions of the bill as reported by the
Finance Committee of $6650 billion.'

Thus, despite all the talk about the
barrage of amendments, and all the votes,
the amendments have lessened revenues
from reform measures only by one-sixth
of added revenue from reforms In the
bill when, fully implemented.

So those who condemn the bill as being
without tax reform are beside the point.
They have become victims of the noise.

Unfortunately, amendments were
adopted that, in my view, should not
have been adopted. I think, by and large,
that the Senator from Delaware and I
voted together about 90 percent of the
time on these amendments.

But, Mr. President, the thing I rose
to nail down is that the bill still con-
tains a large measure of tax reform.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator is correct. I made that point earlier.
This is the reason for making this motion.
We need a bill to go to conference which
could become the law.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield for a
question?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Is it not true that if we

retain those portions in the bill that
pick up revenue, including the repeal of
the investthent credit, extension of the
surtax, the other miscellaneous items,
and eliminated the tax reduction, a rea-
sonable amount of restrained appropria-
tions and a balanced budget could be a
reality?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It could.
I do not know that it could at the end
of this fiscal year, but.—

Mr. CURTIS. No. This would take a
while.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. But I
think that should be the No. 1 objective.
I do nOt think we shall get control of in-
flation until we can convince the Ameri-
can people that we are going to stop
pyramiding the national debt and bal-
ance this Federal budget.

Mr. CURTIS. That is why the vote
coming -up on recommittal is one of the
most far-reaching votes that will be
cast in this Congress, or perhaps the next.
It is the one chance to obtain a balanced
budget. If we miss this, we may miss It
for along, long time.

Also, if we miss it, does not the Sen-
ator from Delaware agree that we will
have rendered a disservice to the Ameri-
can people, both now and future years?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
my opinion. While tax reductions - are
very attractive and everyone would like
to reduce taxes, I do not believe we should
lose sight of the fact that for each 1-
percent increase in the cost of living it
adds $5 billion to the cost of consumer
goods. Thus, we would be taking that
money away by fanning the fires of in-
flation.

Inflation, which I recall was around
6 percent last year, has got to be checked.
We have got to bring It under control.

Say a wage earner gets a salary in-
crease. It looks nice. He will get more
money. But before he can get home the
increase in the cost of living, In .gro-
ceries, in clothes, and so forth, will have
so advanced in price that his salary In-
crease has been gobbled up.

Mr. CURTIS. Does not the Senator be-
lieve that the voters of any State in the
Union will not demand reductions if we
have to borrow the money to do It?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Person-
ally, I do not think so. It is not sound
practice to cut taxes with borrowed
money.

Mr. CURTIS. Is it not also true that
if we increase the national debt by $1
billion, at the present cost of borrowing
money we would add to the burden of
carrying the interest at least $60 million
a year, and that $60 million a year will
have to be paid year after year after year,
until a Congress Is elected which will
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have the courage to start paying off on
the debt; is that not correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Gov-
ernment the other day paid 7% percent
for an 8-year bond. So It will cost $77
million.

Mr. CURTIS. I understand that, but I
am figuring it over the long run.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That Is
correct.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-

ident, I withhold the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the distin-
guished former Governor of Alabama,
the Honorable George Wallace, appeared
today on a national television program
which originated in Washington.

Governor Wallace endorsed an in-
crease in the personal exemption as a
method of tax relief.

From this, I have taken encourage-
ment in two respects:

First, the influence of Governor Wal-
lace may prove helpful in the conference
between the House and the Senate In
securing adoption of the Gore amend-
nient. I appreciate his endorsement and
welcome his assistance. All assistance is
needed. Indeed, every ounce of support
on behalf of the people will be needed in
that conference, because there are great
forces arrayed against the amendment.
They are arrayed against the amend-
ment because this benefit for the mass
of the people of this country will replace
the benefit proposed for the few by the
Nixon-Agnew administration. The few
are powerful and they have friends in
very high places. All of the strength of
the White House, the President, the Vice
President, the Department of the Treas-
ury, and their political affiliates are mov-
Ing heaven and earth to defeat the
amendment.

The distinguished former Governor of
Alabama is a man who has been demon-
strated to command the loyalty, respect,
and support of millions of Americans.

As a candidate for President, he ran
second in the State of Tennessee, and a
close second. The people who supported
him in my State were, largely, working
people, largely people who have been
friends and supporters of mine because
in my career my efforts have been de-
voted earnestly to an improvement of the
economic status of the people who toil.

So I take encouragement from the en-
dorsement by Governor Wallace of this
method of tax relief as one more piece of
evidence that I represent the wish and
the will of the mass of men and women,
young and old, in Tennessee for economic
justice which, I think, is demonstrated by
the pending amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert at this point in the RECORD
excerpts from the remarks of Governor
Wallace on the television Interview this
morning.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

Well, I advocated during the presidential
campaign a $1200 tax exemption, the same as
Senator Allen has Introduced. The $800 is a

start but it is not enough. It should go more
than $800; It should be at least $1000 or
$1200. I don't consider it infiatlonary. I con-
sider the high government spending that
brings no return to the American people as
Inflationary. And I say this Administration
ought to remove the inequities In the tax
structure that let the filthy, multi-million-
billion dollar rich—such as the founda-
tions—get by scot free while every working
man and little businessman and little farmer
has his nose to the grindstone. And this Ad-
ministration must give tax relief to this mass
of people in our country or they are going to
find that it is one of the prime Issues of 1972.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, much has
been said and written about fiscal re-
sponsibility with respect to this bill, I
have a tabulation of measures rejected
by the Senate that would have increased
revenues to the Government In the sum
of $4.170 billion. These amendments
were supported by the senior Senator
from Tennessee. I do not criticise any
of my colleagues in any way when I say
that In voting on these amendments
there was a composite vote by the mein-
bers of the minority party of 350 against
these revenue-raising measures, and
only 71 hi favor. The senior Senator
from Tennessee supported all these
amendments.

So, Mr. President, let us examine the
question of fiscal responsibility. The
amendment which I offered, and which
was adopted by a vote of 58 to 37, does
not lose revenue for the Government.
Indeed, It represents an increase in rev-
enue of $100 million, when fully effec-.
tive, as against the provisions in the
committee bill which the amendment
replaced, it being a substitute amend-
ment.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true that the

list of the amendments the Senator re
fers to that would have raised substan-
tial sums of money represents attempted
corrections of some of the most glaring
and consistent loopholes in our entire In-
ternal Revenue Code?

Mr. GORE. Indeed so, and I am sorry
that the Senate did not see fit to adopt
them.

Second, I would like to refer to amend-
ments that were adopted by the Senate
that lost revenue for the Government.
These amendments produced a revenue
loss of more than $3 billion. The senior
Senator from Tennessee opposed each
of them, but my distinguished colleagues
on the other side of the aisle, in large
majority, supported them.

So if the performance of Members of
this body need be measured by fiscal re-
sponsibility, then I submit that the two
Members of this body, by the record,
whose votes were most closely parallel
during this whole fight are the senior
Senator from Delaware and the senior
Senator from Tennessee.

I am not sure that he claims that as
a mark of prideful distinction or associa-
tion. I do, and I say now on the floor of
the Senate that I hope the senior Senator
from Delaware will reconsider his deci-
sion and offer to serve another term in
this body. I know of no one who can
adequately fill his shoes.

Mr. President, this has been a vary long
and arduous task. I suppose the senior
Senator from Tennessee has been the
most persistent voice for ta refurm in
the Senate for the last decade. I am glad
to say that we are accomplishing tax
reform. I do not like to see tho bill
blackened and discredited because the
Senate has, in my view, committed some
errors. There is a great deal of tax reform
left in the bill—as I have said, reforms
that bring in additional revenues of $5.5
billion. This is a sizable sum, but this Is
not the end of tax reform. We will try
again, and I will try again, to raise the
personal exemption to $1,000, where it
should be.

Of course, when we consider that my
amendment has a low income allowance
of $1,000, then the $800 exemption can
be realistically interpreted as being equal
to $1,000 in personal exemptions for a
family of four.

No, tax reform will not end with this,
but despite its shortcomings, this is still
a good bill, not in all respects, but, as
amended, I would rather have it than
not have it.

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS).

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the pending motion of the
distinguished Senator from Delaware.

May I say first, Mr. President, as has
already been said, that I think the dis-
tinguished Senator from Delaware and
the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
see have been as consistent supporters of
real tax reform during this and prior
sessions of the Senate as any Member
of this body.

None of us can overlook the appearance
of serious disease in the economy of this
country. The consumer price index on
meat, fish, and poultry, for example,
rose almost as much during the first 8
months of this year as it did in all the
previous 8 years combined.

There have been major increases In
prices in the basic industries of steel and
copper, for example, whence price in-
creases roll ocean waves throughout the
rest of our economy. The President of
the United States, very early in his ad-
ministration, indicated quite clearly that
he intended to pursue a hands-off policy
in regard to price ansi wage decisions,
even in the basic industries. That has
been the policy which he has pursued,
and I think very unfortunately and with
very seriously detrimental consequences
for the economy generally.

I was glad that, at long last, he did
alter that hands-off policy to some de-
gree recently; but even then, Mr. Presi-
dent, he only sent out a letter to labor
and management representatives, simply
surging their support in holding the line
on wages and prices. It seemed to me
that that was a rather half-hearted ef-
fort, which came much too late in the
day.

I do not think that the President of
the United States ought to try to twist
arms out of sockets, but I think most of
the economists, the experts on the econ-
omy of this country, would say with
President Theodore Roosevelt that the
Presidency of the United States is "a
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bully pulpIt" It is the focal point for the
moral power and influence of this great
people. The Presidency is, today, an office
which must be occupied by an activist,
and in no field is that more true than
in the field of the economy. I think we
have seen the consequences of a passive
Presidency In regard to wage and price
decisions,

Second, Mr. President, I think that the
worst thing that has happened In this
economy, and the worst thing that could
happen in this economy, is the fact that
interest rates have been permitted to rise
to their highest level in 100 years of this
Nation's history. I do not think that
this kind of tight money policy serves
either the cause of the people of the
United States—the plain people of this
country—or the cause of curbing infla-
tion. Rather, Mr. President, I think it
can be clearly demonstrated that the out-
rageously high, scandalously high inter-
est rates now in effect in this country
fuel the fires of inflation and will, unless
curbed, unless acted upon, cause this
Nation, I am afraid, to fall upon even
more difficult economic times.

The stock market does not, in my
judgment, serve as a very good barome-
ter to predict the short run future of the.
economy of the country. However, I think
there is merit In the belief of many econ..
omists that It does serve as some kind
of barometer as to what may happen In
the economy for the longer run. We have
only to look at what is happening in the
stock market, Mr. President, and judge
by that standard to find that, unless
something happens to right this economy
and to cure its serious ills, we may be
headed for very serious troubles in the
months ahead.

This, incidentally, is the first time in
history—or it certainly Is the first time
In history so far as I know anything
about it—that this country has had a
conscious policy of raising interest rates
at a time when we age trying to publicly
finance a major war. That is exactly
what we have done during the time of
the policies which are now in effect.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I am happy to yield.
Mr. GORE. For those who say that

there Is no way to control interest rates,
I should like to recall a little history.
Former Presidents Roosevelt and Tru-
man took this country through World
War II and the Korean war maintaining
an interest rate on Government obliga-
tions of 2.5 percent.

Mr. HARRIS. The Senator is quite cor-
rect; and, if he will recall, we had before
the Senate not long ago a bill which
sought to provide more mortgage credit,
and at the same time—and as I un-
derstood It over the objections of the
administration—provide some kind of
voluntary credit restraints and credit
rationing similar to that system which
was in effect during the Korean war.
That bill was passed, but that provision
was adopted, as I understand it, over the
objections of the administration.

Furthermore, as I understand it, there
is a bill to provide for a system similar
to the kind of system which was in effect
during the Korean war presently pend-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE

ing In the House Banking and Cunency
Committee; and I only hope that finally,
at long last, this administration and Its
Secretary of the Treasury will reverse
themselves, and see that it is not in the
public interest, that it is not In the in-
terest of the plain people of this country,
to continue this outrageously high In-
terest rate policy which is sapping the
strength of our economy, which Is killing
the housing industry, and which is dis-
torting the economy generally.

The President of the United States
has, I think, tremendous powers of sua-
sion—and, more than suasion, of actual-
ly holding down interest rates—if he de-
sires to use them. So far as I know—and
I have watched it rather closely—to this
good moment, the President has yet to
say that it Is against the national inter-
est, as he sees It, to continue these high
interest rates.

Furthermore, the President has lately
appointed a man, Dr. Arthur Burns, to
the Federal Reserve Board chairman-
ship; and I would think that, with that
appointment of his own man, the Presi-
dent could finally, if he wanted to do so,
see that the Federal Reserve Board re-
versed this high interest rate policy which
Is causing such tremendous economic
troubles in this country—and Is going to
lead us down the road to a recession, in
the eyes of so many economic experts
whose opinions I trust—unless it is
curbed, unless it is reversed, and unless
that Is done right away.

I think we have to be fiscally responsi-
ble, as well. But I wanted to point out
these other items to indicate that we
have run the wrong course monetarily,
in my judgment, with this tight money
policy. We have to be fiscally responsible,
as well. That is why so many Senators,
in recent months, have stood here and
attempted to hold down nonessential ex-
penditures, particularly nonessential mil-
itary expenditures, to which we have to
look first if we are really serious about
trying to hold the line on the budget and
provide a budget surplus. I hope that we
will have greater help from the admin-
istration In that regard.

I saw a report on some action In the
House Committee on Appropriations the
other day to cut substantially from the
administration budget request for mili-
tary expenditures. As I understand it,
the administration's position is that it is
opposed to such deep cuts.

I think we must be fiscally responsible,
and thkt means responsible not only so
far as the amounts of revenue raised are
concerned, but responsible also with re-
spect to the amounts spent.

That brings us to this bill. I have tried
to be responsible In my votes on the bill.
In this time of continuing inflation and
rising prices, Congress must be responsi-
ble in its fiscal policies, so as not to in-
crease the inflationary pressures.

I voted for the Metcalf amendment,
which would have raised an additional
$200 million; for the Tydings amend-
ment, which would have raised an add!-
tional $2.5 billion; and for the Kennedy
amendment, which would have raised an
additional $480 million. The total in-
crease in revenue that would have been
raised had those amendments been
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adopted by the Senate was $3.18 billion
above the revenues that are raised by the
bill.

I voted against the Ribicoff amend-
ment, which was agreed o and will cost
$1.8 billion In lost revenue.

The PRESIDflG OFTICER. The time
of the Senator from Oklahoma has ex-
pired.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself an additional 5 minutes.

I voted against the Murphy amend-
ment, which was adopted and will cost
$225 million In lost reyenue; against the
Tower amendment, which was adopted
and will cost $100 million in lost revenue;
against the Hartke amendment, which
was adopted and will cost $1.02 billion in
lost revenue; and against the Inouye
amendment, which was adopted and will
cost $55 million in lost revenue. The total
revenue that will be lost in those amend-
ments, among others which I opposed but
which were adopted by the Senate, is $3.2-
billion.

Mr. President, I wish this bill were in
better balance. I believe it will be—and
it must be—as it comes back from
conference.

I could support the motion of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Delaware In all
particulars except in regard .to Items
7 and 8. I say, first, in regard to item
No. 7, which would strike the increase in
personal exemptions, which was adopted
by the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE) , that
the attempt to make a distinction in the
bill between tax relief and tax reform,
to some degree, is, in my judgment, valid.

However, basically and fundamentally,
I believe that tax relief is tax reform. Tax
relief Is a part of tax reform, especially
since at the present time and without the
pending bill, the lower and middle in-
come tax payers in America re paying
more than their fair share of the taxes.

I believe that the amendment of the
distinguished senior Senator from Ten-
nessee with regard to personal exemp-
tions provides the kind of tax relief
which a great majority of Americans can
understand and, in my judgment, a great
majority of Americans support.

It is in line with the kind and amount
of tax relief which had been granted in
the House bill.

I supported an increase in social secu-
rity benefits to the extent of 15 percent
because it seems to me that if any seg-
ment of our society is to have some re-
lief from the growing Inflation in this
country and these alarmingly rising
prices in our country, it ought to be this
group of Americans.

I support the statements which were
made in support of that increase, which
Is not inflationary and can be paid out
of existing rates.

I believe that when the bill comes back
from conference, decisions will have to
be made weighing revenue and reform
which will strike a balance to the degree
that the Senate can agree to it.

There is not any question that changes
have to be made in the measure along
the lines I indicated I had voted. How-
ever, since the changes eventually have
to be weighed and decided upon in the
conference with the House of Repre-
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sentatives, I believe it would be well not
to agree to the motion of the Senator
from Delaware now, but, instead, to send
the bill to the conference committee so
that the conferees may begin immedi-
ately to work their will upon the measure
and both Houses will have an opportunity
to take another look at It.

I believe that we can then hurry along
with what I believe is absolutely essen-
tial—not next year, but this year—sub-
stantial tax relief and tax reform which
is long overdue.

Mr. GORE Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee only has 3 minutes
remaining.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield him
2 minutes in addition on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is• recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there
seems to be a great penchant here to
equate tax reform with increased reve-
nue to the Federal Government. I would
like to get the matter back In perspec-
tive, at least as far as my State is con-
cerned.

The investment tax credit has been in
effect for the past few years. Just as my
State is coming into a period of develop-
ment, Congress wants to take it away.

We tried to limit the relief provided
by my amendment to depressed areas.
And Alaska is a depressed area. If my
amendment is agreed to it will mean
that when new jobs are created In my
State, there will be a $1,050 tax benefit
for each new job created by people in-
vesting in my State.

The real problem concerning the ap-
proach to the bill as far as I am con-
cerned is that no attention has been paid
to the impact of what will happen as a
result of both the House and Senate bills
concerning the decrease in depletion
allowance.

I have predicted that the price of gaso-
line all over the country will go up at
least 1.5 cents a gallon. How inflationary
is that as compared to continuing the de-
pletion allowance that was built into the
fabric of our economy for so many years?

In terms of the total impact of the
bill, what will be the effect of the exemp-
tion we have voted for the individual tax-
payer if the taxpayer gets a $200 In-
creased exemption over the period of
time provided In the bill in individual
exemptions? We talk, and the Senator
from Oklahoma has just tall:ed, about
the concept of the rising Interest rates.
Instead of complaining about making
more money available to individual tax-
payers, if we find ways to encourage our
people to save, the money made available
by Increased exemptions would go into
the private stream of investments and
would decrease interest costs for every-
one, Including the Federal Government,
because more private capital would be
available.

When I look at the decrease in ta?c lia-
bility and social security benefits result-
ing from the Senate approved amend-
ment—and this table predicting the
effect of our amendments has been
placed on the desk of every Senator—
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it reminds me of the numbers game in
accounting. One can do almost anything
with figures. I do not believe that the
impact of the Senate action on the bill
can be interpreted simply by a look at the
Federal Treasury today—we must realize
that increased employment means in-
creased tax revenues—increased savings
means lower interest costs.

The investment credit is in effect to-
day. By preserving it for small businesses
and depressed areas, how in the world
have we affected the budget?

I oppose the Senator's motion to re-
commit because I feel it does not show
confidence in the conference committee.

I did not offer the amendment on de-
pressed areas with respect to investment
credit until the Hartke amendment was
agreed to. I assume that the conference
committee will be composed of people
who serve on the Finance Committee who
weer opposed to these amendments to
begin with. We have little chance to suc-
ceed in the conference committee, Yet,
we are asked to make a decision now.

I note that we are not asked to take
out all of the amendments agreed to on
the floor, but just a selected few. I would
like to have my amendment receive the
same consideration in the Conference
Committee as the amendments of the
Senator from Tennessee or the Senator
from Indiana. I am prepared to abide by
the decision of the Conference Commit-
tee, but not by a selective recommittal
motion which says that we should take
out some measures but that the rest of
them are OK. Some of the amendments
that are not listed in the motion to re-
commit have a great deal more effect on
the budget than my amendment would
have.

This table presented to us today states
my amendment would cost $70 million
with relation to investment tax credit for
depressed areas'in the fiscal year 1970. If
the Treasury lost $70 million in 1970 as a
result of my amendment, there would be
70,000 people who are currently unem-
ployed and probably on welfare rolls who
would be put to work and would be pay-
ing taxes.

Anyone who states that we would lose
$70 million from my amendment is com-
pletely unrealistic in my opinion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes on the bill to the Senator from
Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, we have
heard much about fiscal responsibility re-
cently, but we have been hearing it from
the wrong people.

Some Senators have been moaning and
groaning about the revenue loss of the
much-needed tax relief now provided for
in this bill. They claim it is fiscally ir-
responsible. Yet when opportunities are
presented to them to vote for amend-
ments which would make up fox' this
revenue loss, they are suddenly very
quiet about fiscal responsibility.

Where were all the noisy advocates of
fiscal responsibility when the Tydings
capital gain amendment, the Kennedy
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minimum income tax amendment, and
the Metcalf hobby farmer amendment
were being voted on? Not only were these
three amendments desirable on equitable
grounds, but, in addition, together they
would have added at least $3.2 billion to
tax revenues. This sum could easily
enough "pay" for the extra $2.3 billion
that raising the personal exemption
would cost.

Those Senators who are attempting to
discredit the tax relief voted by the Sen-
ate are also including the 15-percent in-
crease in social security as a further
revenue loss. But this Increase is not a
revenue loss to the General Treasury. o-
cial security is paid for out of a self-
supporting trust fund which, without
this 15-percent increase, would have an
unnecessary surplus.

Although done for legislative conveni-
ence, it was perhaps a tactical mistake
to add the social security to the tax bill.
It really has nothing to do with tax re-
lief, but the confusion has given the tra-
ditional opponents of social security a
chance to distort it as fiscally irre-
sponsible.

Mr. President, "fiscal responsibility,"
like "law and order," has become an
abused term in the American political
language. Behind the rhetoric of fiscal
responsibility is the clear but unspoken
message of the status quo—keep the
loopholes open but oppose tax relief for
everybody else.

But we should not let the enemies of
meaningful tax reform get away with it.
In my opinion, those who vote against
tax reform are being fiscally Irresponsi-
ble, not those who vote for tax relief.

Nor should President Nixon be allowed
to get away with the rhetoric of fiscal
responsibility. If the President had
fought for tax reform with the same
determination that he exhibited in the
ABM and Haynsworth battles, we could
have closed these loopholes and had
more than enough increased revenue to
cover the revenue loss of the barely ade-
quate tax relief voted by the Senate.

Instead, the Nixon administration not
only opposed some of the reforms in the
House bill, but also wanted to cut the
meager relief in the House bill by $1.7
billion and turn $1.6 of It over to the
corporations in the form of a 2-percent
reduction in corporate tax, rates.

Mr. President, I shall vote against the
motion to recommit. The SePate has ex-
ercised its responsibility in writing this
bill, and I think we must send it on now
to the President and let him exercise his
function as he sees fit.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield me 2 minutes?
Mr. GORE. I yield 2 minutes to the

distinguished junior Senator from. Col-
orado.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I am
not going to delay the Senate, but it
seems a little difficult—to me, at least—
to understand why we should go through
2 weeks of rather heated debate on many
of these amendments, take vote after
vote on the floor, and decide, as the Sen-
ate, what we are going, to do, and then be
asked to take all this and put it back in
committee and vote It out as though we
had never considered these items before.
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I do not happen to be in agreement

with the Senator from Tennessee on bjs
exemption, but the Senate has decided
this. I happen to be in favor of the tui-
tion tax credit. It is my recollection that
the Senator from Tennessee was not in
favor of that. But the Senate has voted
on both amendments, and it would seem
to me only proper, having had those
votes at this time, that we should send
it to conference and see what can be
worked out between the differing bills.
Heaven knows, we have enough points
which differ in both bills to take a rather
extensive amount of time in conference
if they are going to be gone over with
care. So I find great difficulty in seeing
why we should do it this way.

Obviously, I could support a motion
which provides for taking out the
amendment of the Senator from Ten-
nessee, and he could support a motion
which provides for my amendment for
tuition tax credit to be taken out. What
we are doing is saying that we should
take out all the major things that have
been put into the bill after extensive
debate by the Senate, and I cannot see
the point in going through this type of
exercise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAX-
BE in the chair). The time of the Sen-
ator has expired.

Mr. GORE. I yield 1 additional min-
ute to the Senator.

Mr. DOMINICK. Insofar as the tuition
tax credit is concerned, on which I have
been working for 15 years, that was
passed by the Senate once. It was taken
out in conference last time on the ground
that the revenue loss was too high. This
time it was passed by the Senate and its
effectiveness was postponed until 1973.
It seems to me that there is room in this
budget, as we go on, to take another
look at this matter. If it looks bad at
that time, we can change it around or
reduce the amount, but at least we will
have established a tax reform principle
by which one is allowed to use his own
gross earnings to further the national
policy of making available the oppor-
tunity for more people to have an ade-
quate education. This is the basic prin-
ciple. It is a total reform concept. It
seems to me that, in view of the post-
ponement of the effective date so that
there would be no real effect on the
budget until 1973—not 1972, as shown
in the schedule—we should retain this
amendment.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield such
time as he desires to the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have been informed that the revenue
gain from reforms in the bill reported by
the committee and as presented to the
Senate amounted to $6.6 billion and that
as of now, with all the amendments put
in by the Senate, the amount comes to
$5.6 billion. That is still a great deal of
reform in my judgment—reform that in
the end will distribute the tax burden in
our society more equitably.

I would point out, Mr. President, that,
to achieve this, the Senate has sweated
for a number of days, for long hours,
voted time and time again on amend-
ments.—20 of them yesterday—and that
now the Senate is faced with a proposal
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to undo in a matter of minutes all the
work we have done over the past 2 weeks.

What would be the effect of the loss of
the amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Connesticut (Mr.
RisicoFF) and the distinguished Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK) insofar
as helping out the overwrought and over-
pressed parents who are saddled with the
high tuition and expense costs of edu-
cation.

What would happen to the amendment
offered by the distinguished Senator
from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) , which would
give some small degree of relief to small
businessmen—and really small business-
men?

What would happen to the amendment
offered by the distinguished Senator from
Alaska, who is trying to look after the
interests of his State and to compensate,
at least in part, for the damages caused
by floods, tidal waves, earthquakes, and
other disasters?

What would happen to the sound pro-
posal of the distinguished Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. IN0uYE), which will pro-
vide some consideration for retirees un-
der qualified pension plans?

What would happen to the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished senior
Senator from California, which only asks
that older Americans be given a full
deduction for their medical costs?

What about the amendment proposed
by the distinguished senior Senator from
Arizona (Mr. FANNIN), relating to a ded-
uction for the commuting expenses of
disabled persons?

What about the amendment of the
distinguished senior Senator from Ten-
nessee, who is trying to raise the income
exemption from a piddling $600 to a
mere $800—and even that through
stages? I think the $600 exemption has
been long outmoded, out of date, ridi-
culous, and in reality without any mean-
ing. Frankly, I do not think the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee went
far enough. I joined the distinguished
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) in
seeking to raise the exemption rate to
$1,200, and even then I do not think
you approach the level in a fashion that
gives justice to the people who are being
hit the hardest—not the rich, but the
poor and the middle income groups.
These are the citizens who contribute
most of the funds which this Govern-
ment so willingly takes and which the
Senate spends, along with our colleagues
in the other body.

Next we find that the pending motion
would knock out the, social security bene-
flts—15 percent. The administration
recommended a 10-percent increase. But
that would only cover the increase in the
cost of living since the last raise in social
security. This motion would knock out
as well the proposal of the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia and the
Senator from Montana, which would
raise the social security minimum from
$55 a month to $100 a month.

Who can live on $55 a month?
It would also knock out the provision

that would lower the eligibility age from
65 to 60 with actuarially reduced bene-
fits and to 50 for women—the latter
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feature with little or no effect on the
fund.

Well, Mr. President, all I can say Is I
have taken my stand on the bill. I voted
for some amendments; I voted against
others.' I am 'willing to take my chances
when I go back to my people and tell
them how I voted, whether It was 'for
a depletion allowance, for an increase of
15 percent in social security payments or
for whatever. The record Is there. We
voted. We know where we stand.

I hope most sincerely the Senate will
reject the motion to recommit the pend-
ing bill. I hope most sincerely the Senate
refuses to undo now what it has spent
more than 2 weeks to achieve.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed.
Mr. MILLER. Maybe I did not hear

the Senator from Montana correctly, but
would the Senator mind repeating what
he told the Senate about .the state of
the budget for calendar year 1970 under
the bill as it has been amended, as
against the bill reported by the Commit-
tee on Finance?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I did not refer to
the state of the budget. I referred to the
fact that the revenue gained from re-
forms by the committee bill was $6.6 bil-
lion, but that as the bill stands now, with
all the amendments, there is still a $5.6
billion gain from reforms.

Mr. GORE. From the reform provisions
in the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.
From the reform provisions in the bill.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I would
like to comment on that statement be-
cause, while I am sure these figures are
accurate, I do not think they convey
the true picture as far as the overall
budget is concerned. That is what we
have to look at.

Mr. MANSFIELD. We are not talking
about the budget, but rather a bill which
was reported by the Committee on Fi-
nance, a tax reform and tax relief bill.
We have expressed our views on it. We
had almost 100 votes, I believe. The sit-
uation is quite clear. Now is the time to
vote it either up or down.

If you are not for the bill, which all
of us voted for in part, with one ex-
ception, possibly then I think the best
way to do it is to face up to the matter
as is; and the best way to do that is
to vote down the motion of the Senator
from Delaware.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I think

it is terribly important to look at the
budget, that is, the way the budget is
under the bill of the Committee on Fi-
nance and the way it would be under
the bill as now amended with all of
these Christmas tree ornaments.

The Senate will find in the committee
report that under the committee bill
there would be a surplus of $6.5 billion
for calendar year 1970, but under the bill
as now amended we would have a deficit
of nearly $3 billion.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Though I did not
refer to the budget, I can suggest to the
Senator some areas where we could cut
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that budget. For instance, I think we
could cut it very easily in the Defense
Department. Indeed, some of the cost
overruns on some of its projects alone
exceed many revenue items in the tax
bill. There are other exotic items that
have been funded In the past in the
name of Defense that have been wrong
decisions. It seems that all the people
in the Defense Department have to do
is ask and they receive. The fact is, the
budget can be cut and redistributed in
line with the needs and priorities of this
Nation and we in the Congress have had
that opportunity every year. With re-
spect to the redistribution of the tax
burden, however, it is not often that we
have had the opportunity to provide re-
forms with a view to greater equity; cer-
tainly not every year, not even every
decade, I hope we take advantage of the
opportunity today.

Mr. MILLER. That is not the proposi-
tion before the Senate. That proposition
will be reached by the Appropriation
Committees, by the Senate and the
House committees on appropriations.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator used
the word "budget" and to me the defense
aspect of the budget comprises the over-
whelming part of the money spent,

Mr. MILLER. I thoroughly agree on
that, but I must point out to the Senator
we are not dealing with the budget here;
we are dealing with the Finance Commit-
tee bill, and the budget will come along
later.

The PRESIDING OFPICEp,. Who
yields time? The Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. GORE) controls the time on the bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I. yield 2 minutes to the Senator
from Iowa on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I agree
with the figures which the Senator from
Montana has presented here. They are
correct. My point Is that they do not go
far enough in presenting the true picture.
If we are so concerned about high Inter-
est rates in this country, we had better
keep the Federal Government from com
peting in the money market with private
industry and with Individuals who want
to buy homes. But we cannot do tltat if
we continue to build up defici4s.

The best part of the bill of the Com-
mittee on Finance was that it assured a
surplus. But under the amendments that
have been agreed to, which the Senator
from Delaware is trying to get off the
backs of the American people, we are not
going to eliminate this competition from
the Federal Government for money. That
is the way high interest rates can go
down.

Mr. President, I have one further com-
ment. I think we should recognize this
fact and I want to repeat it.

When we increase the personal exemp-
tion from $600 to $800, that means that
people like most of my colleagues in the
Senate, who are at least in the 50-per-
cent tax bracket, get $400 in tax bene-
fits for every exemption they have and
the little fellow in the 15-percent tax
bracket gets a $120 crumb.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield on that point?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I think frankly that is a
poor excuse when the amendment was
offered as a substitute for rate changes
which would have given $10,000 or more
in tax reductions for the wealthy. The
Senator is talking about a difference be-
tween $400 and $10,000.

Mr. MILLER. If the Senator's amend-
ment would give every taxpayer a simi-
lar tax break, that would be one thing,
but to give every Member of Congress
a $400 tax break and the little fellow
who is in the 15-percent bracket $120 Is
not very much equity and is not tax re-
form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Delaware, On this question
the yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (after

having voted in the negative). On this
vote I have a pair with the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. ELLENOER). If he were
present and voting, he would vote yea;
if I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
nay. I withdraw my vote.

Mr. LONG (after having voted in the
affirmative). On this vote I have a pair
with the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
ANDERSON). If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote nay; if I were at liber-
ty to vote, I would vote yea. I withdraw
my vote.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. SYMINST0N), and the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS) are neces-
sarily absent.

I further annotince that the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER) is absent
on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. FASTORE) would vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER) would vote
"yea."

The result was announced—yeas 31,
nays 60, as follows:

YEAS—Si
Aiken GoodeU
Allott Griffin

Pearson
Baker Hansen

Percy

Bennett Holland
Boggs Hruska Scott
Brooks Javits
cooper Jordan, Idaho Thurmond
Cotton Mathias
Curtis Miller
Dole Murphy

Williams, Del.

Fannin Packwood
NAYS—60

Allen Eastland
Bayb Ervin Jordan, NC.
Bellmon Fong
Bible Fulbright
Burdick Gore
Byrd, Va. Gravel

Mansfield
McCarthy

Cannon Gurney McClellan
Case Harris
Church Hrt
Cook Hartke

McGovern

Cranston Hatfield
Dodd Rollings Mondale
Dominick Hughes
Eagleton Inouye
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lvlusklc Ribleoff Stevens
Nelson Schwslker Talinadge
Pen Smith, Ill. Williams, N.J.
Prouty Sparkman Yarborough
Proxniirs Spong Young, N. Dh.
Randolph Stennis Youiig, Ohio
PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS

PREVIOUSLY ItECORDED—.2
Byrd of west Virginia, against.
Long, for.

Anderson
Ellender
Goldwater

NOT VOTiNG—i
lvlundt Tydlngs
Pastore
Symington

So the motion to recommit the bill was
rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion now is on passage of the bLl,

Who yields time?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr. Presi-

dent, I yield myself 5 minutes.
I regret very much that the Senate rc

jected this motion, which would have
established some degree of fiscal respon-
sibility as far as this bill Is concerned.

I worked hard for the last 3 months
trying to get a tax refonn bill that would
be properly balanced. The bill as it Is
now before us, which the Senate is about
to vote for, as compared with the bill
that was reported by the Finance Com-
mittee will lose $10,656 billion next year
in additional revenues. That does not
ceunt the $1.7 billion amendment spon-
sored by the Senator from Connecticut
and by the Senator from Colorado, which
is in the bill but which does not become
effective until 1972.

I do not think we can afford that. We
are already confronted with a budget
deficit of staggering proportions, I know
they are projecting a $3.4 billion surplus
under this unified phoncy budget, but
that surplus is only based on the premise
that they count as normal revenues the
$10.6 billion of accumulations in the trust
funds. If those trust fund accumulations
were eliminated—which never have been
counted before, and they should not be
counted—then there is a projected deficit
of $6.8 billion for next year, and that
does not include the $10 billion extra loss
in revenue contained In the bill now
before us.

In addition, even that deficit Is based
on the premise that Congress will in-
crease postal rates retroactive to last
July. It is also based on the assumption
that social security increases will be ef-
fective April 1, 1970, instead of January
1, 1970. It does not include the extra
$600 million Congress provided for pol-
lution: control. It does not include the
$400 million extra for veterans benefits.

The appropriation for HEW has been
increased over $1 billion. It does not take
into consideration any salary increases
over and above what have already been
provided for in the budget.

There Is no question that we are
headed into a serious deficit situation
next year and that this bill will only
further aggravate the problem.

I regret very much that the Senate
has turned what was supposed to be a
tax reform bill into a political Christmas
package which promises everything to
everybody when I do not think Members
of the Senate ever expect those promises
to be delivered.

Senators speaking against my amend-
ment have said, "Let us pass the bill as
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It is." I have confidence In the conferees.
They want to vote for these top reduc
tlons on the floor of the Senate, and
then they can go home and tell their
constituents how they vote4 for them,
but the conferees took It away.

I will not be a party to any such poli-
tical hypocrisy. I am sure we are going
to pass the bill, but as one member of the
committee who has worked long and hard
on It and who believes In tax reform, I
will not be a party to the irresponsible
action the Senate Is about to take. I am
going to vote against the bill.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. If the bill Is not passed,

Is It not true that, from the standpoint
of the administrative budget, the deficit
will be less than if it Is passed?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Benefits
amounting to $10.650 billion were added
on the floor of the Senate to what was
already provided in the bill as it was
reported from the committee. There were
some tax reductions already in the com-
mittee bill. The increased revenue to be
derived from repealing the investment
tax credit, extending the surcharge and
the excise taxes all that has gone down
the drain under thIs Senate bill.

This bill represents—the most irre-
sponsible piece of legislation that I have
seen since I have been in the Senate.

Mr. CURTIS. If the Senator will yield
further, I believe it is grossly unfair to
ask the American people to accept re-
peal of the Investment credit and ex-
tension of the surtax and the many in-
creases that are in this bill for naught,
because after all that is done, the deficit
will be greater and the debt will be
greater. A nay vote is a vote to improve
the condition of the budget.

The PRE&DING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I yield myself 5 more minutes.

There is no .question about what the
Senator from Nebraska has said. As I
mentioned earlier in the debate, in the
last session when we enacted the 10-per-
cent surcharge, when President John-
son was in office—and I supported that
because I thought we ought to have it—
as of June 30, 1968, our national debt
was $350.'? billion. The national debt on
November 20 of this year, just 17 months
later, was $369.4 billion, or -an increase
of over $1 billion per month for that 17-
month period.

Now the Senate proposes to increase
that debt further by reducing revenues
and increasing expenditures by another
$10 billion.

I think it is the most irresponsible
action ever taken in my 22 years In the
Senate. We have cast the impression to a
lot of people that they are going to get
something. This is a political hoax for
the American people. The people have
been told that when the bill is passed
they will get an Increase of 15 percent
in their social security benefits. They
are told they will get an increase in
their minimum social security payments
to $100 a month. They are told they can
retire at age 60. Under this bill they are
being promised a big tax reduction next
year. Parents with a child in collegehave

been told they will get a generous tax
credit for that student's expenses in col-
lege.

They have been promised all these
things. How are we going to deliver when
we do not have the money to pay for It?

Perhaps I am wrong, but if there are
Senators who think that can be done I
shall be looking forward to seeing how
they do it.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I shall not

delay the Senate, but I take only one
moment to praise the Senator from
Delaware. Future generations will ap-
preciate him for the fight he has made
here, not only today, not only last week,
but throughout his career. He has not
won on every vote, but he has been true
to his convictions. While opinions differ,
and I respect the right to have differing
opinions, in my opinion he has been
eminently right, and I commend him.

I commend the distinguished chair-
man of the committee for the way he
has handled the bill.

Once more I want to raise my voice in
praise of the staff of the Joint Commit-
tee on Internal Revenue Taxation and
the staff of the Senate Committee on
Finance.

The task that was imposed upon them
by browbeating the committee to bring
about this monstrosity in so few short
weeks resulted in night work, working
weekends, and a very great burden. We
must remember also that the end prod-
uct of their work must stand testing, in
court, by the best legal talent in the
country. They have done an outstand-
ing job, and they are deserving of the
gratitude of the entire Senate.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. In a mo-
ment. I yield myself one-half minute.

I thank the Senator from Nebraska.
I might say that I am not so conceited
as to think that any future generations
will remember what I have been doing,
but I will say this: The generations to
come will remember what the Senate is
doing here today because they will be
paying the cost of our votes today.

I yield 1 minute to the Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. I think 1 minute will be
sufficient to indicate that I shall vote
against this bill. Last night I placed in
the RECORD my reasons for voting against
the bill as amended by the Senate. I be-
lieve that a vote of "no" is really a vote
of confidence in the work the Finance
Committee originally did. Even though
I think it is apparent that the bill will
pass, a strong "no" vote will be an indi-
cation to the conferees to put the bill
more in line with the House bill or the
bill as originally reported by the Finance
Committee, so as to provide a revenue
loss of not more than $3 billion or $4 bil-
lion, rather than the $21 billion revenue
loss we will otherwise suffer during the
next 2 years.

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator from
Louisiana yield me 5 minutes?

Mr. LONG. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I should
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like again to spend a moment talking
about fiscal responsibility and this bill.
A great deal has been said about social
security. The fact is that there is a so-
cial security trust fund, In which there
is now a surplus—a social security trust
fund with respect to which the actuarial
experts of the Social Security Board
testified that there was sufficient sur-
plus to provide for a 15-percent increase
in social security benefits across the
board; and the record was so impressive
that the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee reported such a bill unanimously.

How does it happen that now it Is
fiscally irresponsible to provide the ben
efits in the social security program, for
which the people have already paid and
have built up a surplus sufficient to pro-
vide for those benefits?

So much for social security. We now
come to the tax provisions of the bill. I
know we have had a great many votes
and a great furor over amendments. I
voted against most of the amendments
that reduced revenues; but be that as it
may, what is the result? As the Commit-
tee on Finance brought the bill to the
Senate, its tax reform provision would
bring in, according to experts In the
Treasury Department, $6,600,000,000 in
additional revenue. After all of our furor,
the tax reform provisions in the bill as
it is now ready to be voted, up or down,
will produce $5,600,000,000 In additional
revenue.

The committee chose to recommend
that this additional revenue be used to
provide tax relief for individuals. The
principal choice before the committee
has been who would get the tax relief.
The administration recommended that
it be done by a change in tax rates, low-
ering the top bracket on earned Income
from 70 percent to 50 percent. If Con-
gress should approve that recommenda-
tion, it would mean that in one 5-year
period, gradualism in our income taxes,
above a reasonable level, would have
been obliterated. It would me-an that in
one 5-year period, we would have cut
the top rate from 91 percent to 50 per-
cent -on earned income. Striking that
provision out was the first amendment
the Finance Committee approved.

Then the bill came to the floor of the
Senate, with the choice whether - this
additional revenue brought into the gov-
ernment by tax reform measures—more
than five sixths of which are still in the
bill—should be distributed in tax relief
by way of rate changes running to 8
percentage points in the high brackets
and only 1 percentage point in the low
brackets, or Whether that tax relief
should be provided by way of increasing
the personal exemption. After long de-
bate the Senate chose the latter by a
vote of 58 to 37.

So we have a bill that is not perfect,
but one that Is, on balance, good. It does
not accomplish all the tax reform we
desire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. GORE. I ask for 1 more minute.
Mr. LONG. I yield the Senator 1 addI-

tional minute.
Mr. GORE. But tax reform will not

end with this measure, either. Many of
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us will be pressing harder and harder for
more equitable tax reforms.

But this is a great start. Banish those
who say it represents fiscal irresponsi-
bility. This is a good bill, and I am pre-
pared to vote for it.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

I recorded myself as in favor of the
Williams amenditlent, because I like the
idea of being fiscally responsible with all
revenue bills. But, as the Senator from
Tennessee has so eloquently pointed out,
there is a lot of good tax reform in this
bill, and we are certainly justified in pro-
viding tax reduction to the extent that
we provide tax reform. If the House of
Representatives could do that, I see no
reason why the Senate cannot do it. But
the House position of a balanced bill for
1969, 1970, and 1971 will be in conference,
and we can discuss that there.

After all the long, hard work that the
Senate has done on the bill, I certainly
would regret to see all this work done
for naught. I very much hope that the
bill will pass.

I believe that Senators will be happy
with the final result of the bill. Between
500 and 700 amendments will be in con-
ference. But it is my judgment that by
the time we shape the bill into final
form in conference, although it will not
please everyone, the Senate will be bet-
ter satisfied than it is at this moment.
I believe that on balance it is a good bill,
and that Senators will regret a vote
against it.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield 5 minutes to me?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Montana as much time
as he may desire.

Mr. METCALF, Mr. President, I am
going to digress from the vehemence and
the eloquence that have been spoken
about the bill. I have asked for this time
to ask a question of the Senator from
Louisiana, who is managing the bill. I
wish to ask him about a provision on
page 349 of the bill, section 638, of the
Internal Revenue Code, a provision
which is discussed also In the committee
report on page 189, section 7, regarding
the Continental Shelf.

The Continental Shelf is the subject of
great concern for several committees of
the Senate. The distinguished and able
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELt)
heads a subcommittee of the Committee
on Foreign Relations; the able and dis-
tinguished Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. HoLuNos) is in charge of a sub-
committee of the Committee on Com-
merce; and I am chairman of a sub-
committee of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs. The Comittee on
Interior and Insular Affairs is the com-
mittee that last had jurisdiction over
Continental Shelf legislation.

This is a subject of concern in the
United Nations, as it was also in the last
Interparliamentary Conference, the
U.S. delegation too, which was headed
by the' distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN). It was a mat-
ter of much discussion.

We are concerned about whether we
should have a 3-mile shelf or should
have jurisdiction for 20 miles or, as some

South AMerican nations have asserted
their jurisdiction, for 200 miles.

The Department of Defense, the De-
partment of State, and other depart-
ments have yet to reach a conclusion
as to what the recommendation should
be made.

The bill provides that the United
States shall have jurisdiction to tax pro-
vided such area is adjacent to our terri-
torial waters and we have exclusive rights
to such area under international law.
I understand that the committee has
written a provision in accordance with
international law with respect to the ex-
ploration and exploitation of natural re-
sources. But already we have demon-
strated the ability to explore and exploit
far beyond the 3-mile limit or the 20-
mile limit.

I should like to make it clear today
that this is only a tax bill and that we
are extending only our tax jurisdiction;
that this provision does not establish any
precedent or make any statement so far
as U.S. jurisdiction over the outer Con-
tinental Shelf is concerned for defense'
purposes or for fishing or for the water
column or air column overhead.

Mr. President, for the benefit of my
colleagues, I ask unanimous consent that
section ,507 of the tax reform bill be
printed at this point in the REcORD.
SEC. 507. CONTINENTAL SHELF AREAS

(a) In GENEI1AL.—Subchapter I of chapter
1 (relatIng to natural resources) is amended
by adding after part xv (added by section
505 of this Act) the following new part:
'PART V—CONTINENTa SHELF AREAS

"Sec. 638. Continental shelf areas.
"SEc. 638. CONTINENTAL SHELF AREAS.

"For purposes of applying the provisions
of this Chapter (Including sections 861 (a)
(3) and 862(a) (3) In the case of the per-
formance of personal services) with respect
to mines, oil and gas wells, and other natural
deposits—

"(1) the term 'United States' when used
In a geographical sense Includes the seahed
and subsoil of those submarine areas which
are adjacent to the territorial waters of the
United States and over which the United
States has exclusive rights, In accordance
with international law, with respect to the
exploration and exploitation of natural re-
sources; and

"(2) the terms 'foreign country' and 'pos-
seasion of the United States' when used In a
geographical sense Include the seabed and
subsoIl of those submarine areas which are
adjacent to the terrItorial waters of the for-
eIgn country or such possession and over
which the foreign country (or the United
States in case of such possession) has ex-
clusive rights, in accordance with Interna-
tional. law, with respect to the exploration
and exploitation of natural resources, but
this paragraph shall apply In the case of a
foreign country only If It exercises, directly
or Indirectly, taxIng jurisdiction with respect
to such exploration or exploitation.
No foreign country shall, by reason of the
application of this section, be treated as a
country contiguous to the UnIted States."

(b) SouRcE OF INCOME FOR wITHHoLDING OF
TAx—Section 1441 (relating to withholding
of tax on non-resident aliens) Is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

"(e) CONTINENTa SHELF AREAS.—
"For sources of Income derived from, or

for services performed with respect to, the
exploration or exploitation of natural re-
sources on submarine areas adjacent to the
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territorial waters of the United States, see
section 638."

(c) CLERICAL AMENOMENI'.—The table of
parts for subchapter I is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
item:
"Part v. Continental shelf areas,"

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I might require to an-
swer the question.

Mr. President, the Senator can rest as-
sured that the Finance Committee has
no intention whatever of usurping the
functions of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee in this matter.

If the Senator will look at lines 12
through 16 on page 349 of the commit-
tee substitute, he will see that in modi-
fying the term "United States" it says:

For purposes of applying the provisions of
of this chapter (including sections 861(a) (3),
and 862(a) (3) in the case of the perform-
ance of personal services) with respect to
mines, oil and gas wells, and other natural
deposits—

So the application of this provision is
limited to chapter 1 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code. It is also limited In that It has
application only in the case of natural
resources.

It Is not intended to affect any other
questions which may arise with regard to
the Continental Shelf. We are not trying
to regulate these actIvities or get in-
volved in foreign affairs.

All we want to do is clarify the status
of the Continental Shelf for income tax
purposes in this context. And that is
what we are seeking to do—to provide
the proper tax treatment for income
from natural resource activity on the
Continental Shelf.

Mr. METCALF. I am in complete ac-
cord that they should be taxed.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to the
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask the Sen-
ator from Louisiana If it would not be
correct that the very wording here,
where the bill says "submarine areas
which are adjacent to the territorial
waters of the United States and over
which the United States has exclusive
rights"—it does not say sovereignty, but
It says "exclusive rights, In accordance
with international law" underline, the
point that has just been made in the
colloquy between the Senator from Mon-
tana and the Senator from Louisiana to
the effect that this bill is not a step for-
ward in extending the exercise of nation-
al sovereignty?

Mr. LONG. We do not get into the sub-
ject of national sovereignty. I have
thought about the item. However, all we
seek to do is collect the income tax due
from U.S. finns who earn income on the
Continental Shelf, just as we are col-
lecting income taxes from people who
make it within the 3-mile limit.

They owe income taxes to the Fed-
eral Government. We do not prejudice
what any foreign government can do.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, what is
meant by the phrase:

No foreign country shall, by reason of the
application of this section, be treated as a
country contiguous to the United States.

Does that mean that resources from
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the continental shelves of Mexico and
Canada will not be included?

Mr. LONG. We just do not want is-
lands in that area to be regarded as
continguous for purposes of income tax.

The matter was very carefully con-
sidered by the Treasury. That is what
the Treqsury thinks ought to be done
for tax purposes.

There are certain provisions in the law-
that apply where a nation is contiguous
to the United States. And we do not want
to get involved in that.

That is why the language is there.
Mr. FELL. It is a self-denying ordi-

nance.
Mr. LONG. The Senator is correct.
Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, the only

point is that this definition only has ap-
plication for tax purposes.

Mr. LONG. The Senator is correct.
There is nothing more.

Mr. President, I yield such time as he
may require to the majority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, at
this time it would be appropriate to refer
to those whose devotion and dedication
made possible a tax relief-tax reform
bill this year. To the committee, to its
members and staff, to the staff of the
joint committee and most of all to the
able and distinguished chairma,n, the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG), and
the able and distinguished ranking mem-
ber—the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
WILLIAMs) —we owe our deepest grati-
tude. Their effort has produced the most
singularly outstanding achievement of
this session and perhaps of the entire
91st Congress. During the past 2 weeks
or so, we in the Senate whO are not mem-
bers of the committee experienced only
a little of what was necessary to pass a
proposal of this magnitude. In all of my
years, in fact, I have never witnessed
any committee devote itself more dili-
gently to a task, working from early in
the morning until late in the evening,
not just for a matter of days but for
nearly 4 solid months.

Frankly, I do not know how to express
in worth my gratitude, the gratitude of
the Senate and of the Nation for the
service that has been so magnificently
performed.

Perhaps no Member will agree that the
measure In its present form provides the
reform and relief that will achieve ab-
solute equity in our tax structure. No
proposal could. In my opinion, however,
it goes a long way in that direction and
certainly much further than ever before.
I am confident as well that when the
conferees return with their recommenda-
tions it will be an even better proposal.

But the remarkable story is how this
measure was achieved.

Last July when the question of extend-
ing the surtax was before the Senate,
Chairman LONG and the members of the
Finance Committee agreed that they
would report the tax reform bill In 3
months. I do not believe that even they
realized at the time just how much work
would be involved in meeting that time-
table. But rather than extend the period
to accommodate the workload, they in-
tensified their efforts to meet the sched-
ule. In setting such a timetable for his

committee, Chairman LONG is to be par-
ticularly lauded for his efforts, for his
commitment, for his cooperation and
performance.

In like manner, the ranking minority
member, Senator WILLIAMs of Dela-
ware—who has for years championed the
cause of tax reform—as well as all mem-
bers of the Finance Committee who ham-
mered out a full and distinct set of pro-
posals in a relatively short period, de-
serve the praise and respect of the entire
Senate and of the country.

The expeditious attitude of the Fi-
nance Committee set the example for
the entire Senate. The bill was scheduled
f or floor action at the beginning of
Thanksgiving week. Voting began the
very first day and I must say that from
then on the cooperation and considera-
tion exhibited by all Members on both
sides of the aisle was of the highest order.
Speaking for the joint leadership, we are
most grateful. This experience has estab-
lished beyond question that the Senate
can be most efficient when It devotes Its
full energies to a task. It has taken less
than 3 weeks—just 13 working days—to
do the job. There are 11 days left to pass
at the least five appropriation bills and a
foreign aid bill and a comparability pay
bill.
'Finally, I should say that the achieve-

ments of the gist Congress shall be many,
but none can surpass those which will
flow' from the enactment of the tax re-
form-tax relief act. It should be high-
lighted that this bill is one that orig-
inated solely within the Halls of Con-
gress. The Initiative as well as the follow-
through was in the Congress. This act
will highlight again that our actions in
the Congress are far more significant
than anyone's words.

To the chairman of the committee, the
Senator from Loulsiana (Mr. LONG), to
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. WIL-
LIAMs), to the members of the committee,
and to the entire Senate I extend my
deepest gratitude; and I express the hope
that this bill will be reported back to us
so that we can consider it once again be-
fore we adjourn sine die the first session
of the 90th Congress.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator for his
kind remarks. I thank every Member of
this body and the members of the Fi-
nance Committee in particular for the
very generous cooperation they gave to
the chairman.

In some instances, the chairman de-
cided that we would never conclude the
hearings unless we strictly limited Sen-
ators in their questioning. It was very
considerate of the members of the com-
mittee to go along with that mandate,
without which we never could have con-
cluded these 7,000 pages of hearings on
the bill.

But, more than any Senator, I believe
the staffs of the Finance Committee,
headed by Tom Vail, and the Joint Com-
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation
headed by Larry Woodworth deserve all
the praise we can heap upon them.

They have been working 20-hour
days—and I do not think too much praise
can be accorded to them—to work out the
technical sections of this 585-page bill.
They have worked around the clock in
many instances, on Sundays and holidays
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as well as the ordinary workdays. I do not
think there are more overworked people
anywhere in Government than these two
staffs, and they deserve all the praise the
Senate can accord them. I do not think
there are many people in America who
are as competent to work on the bill as
those we had working for us.

I would also like to make special and
fond mention of Harry Littell of the
Legislative Council's office. Worth can-
not begin to adequately praise Harry for
the superb craftsmanship of his efforts
on this massive task and for his devotion
to the job. Without the extremely long
and difficult hours put in by Harry, we
would not have this bill before us. With-
out his efforts and skill we would not
have a bill that is in such excellent tech-
nical shape. We cannot begin to praise
Harry enough.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, what
the distingulshed Senator has said is not
only well merited, but also very much de-
served. The staff members have worked
long. They have a good deal of work
ahead of them. I think that out of the
efforts of the cOmmittees and their very
capable staffs, the tax reform-tax relief
bill this year will be one of the hallmarks,
the benchmarks, the landmarks of this
Congress.

Mr. LONG. The RECORD also should re-
flect that many dedicated employees of
the Treasury Department volunteered to
work with our staffs on this bill.

I yield to the Senator from Massachu-
setts such time as he requlres.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, In the
exchange which has just taken place, the
distinguished majority leader has paid
a great and well-deserved tribute to the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Finance and to the members of
the committee. I warmly associate myself
with his remarks, because I feel that
this praise and this acclamation is well
due.

In addition, as we go into the final
minutes before we vote, we ought to
recognize the eminent role played by the
distinguished majority leader in our ef-
forts to achieve meaningful tax reform.
Indeed, I believe that it was the Senator
from Montana who articulated most
clearly the relationship between the ex-
tension of the surcharge and the in-
equities which existed in our present tax
system. It was he who emphasized to
us that the surcharge was unfair, be-
cause it requires no contribution from
those who escape their taxes. It was he
who demanded that the surcharge should
be coupled with tax reform. Only in this
way, he realized, could we bring maxi-
mum pressure to beak on tax reform. In-
deed, in main part, it is because of the
majority leader's strong and dedicated
commitment to tax reform, and his lead-
ership in working with the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Finance
and the members of the committee that
we find ourselves in the successful pos-
ture we are in today.

There were those who said we need
not act hastily on the question of tax
reform. There were those who said the
matter ought to be studied. The adminis-
tration told before the Ways and Means
Committee last spring that we should
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wait until November for yet another
review of tax reform proposa]s.

Throughout this year, the position
taken by the majority leader on tax re-
form was hard and difficult and courage..
ous. He performed a great service not
only to the Senate, but also to all our
citizens. I am pleased, therefore, to rise
at this time to join in acclaiming the
members of the Finance Committee and
the majority leader for their magnificent
effort.

Mr. MtJSKIE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I should

like to join in this well deserved tribute
to the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana, the majority leader (Mr. MANs-
FIELD). I know of his singleminded com-
mitment to the objective of tax reform
which he expressed first in the Demo-
cratic Policy Committee early in the
summer. He .sensed the interest of the
country in the objective of tax reform.
He understood, from his many years in
the Senate, that unless such a commit-
ment were made by the leadership, tax
reform might well fall through the cracks
as we considered the tax questions raised
by the surcharge. He has stuck to his
commitments steadfastly.

He was criticized considerably for mak-
ing that commitment in July and August.
Doubts were raised later as to whether
or not, because of the sheer immensity
of the task, that commitment could be
made. It was with the cooperation of the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee, the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
LONG), that it was possible for the ma-
jority leader to make that commitment.

It seems to me most appropriate, as the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts has pointed out, that at this point,
prior to final vote on this tax package,
the Senate and the country be reminded
of the leadership role played by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Montana.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator from
Florida such time as he desires.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
In the first place, I want to compli-

ment in the highest possible terms the
chairman of the Committee on Finance
and the ranking minority member of that
committee; and the members of the com-
mittee generally also are entitled to their
share of congratulations, I have noted
particularly the fidelity with which the
chairman and the ranking minority
member have stuck by the committee
bill. I think that is the finest evidence
of real leadership, and I compliment
them for doing that.

The second thing I would like to say,
Mr. President, is that I have frequently
found occasion in the past to express re-
gret about the complex which seems to
seize upon the Senate when we consider
an important and involved tax measure.
It is the type of measure in which most
consideration should be given to the com-
mittee recomenmdations, particularly in
a matter of this kind, in which after 3
months of hearings, a 585-page bill,
which is offered as a substitute for the
House bill or to replace the House bill,
is the fruit of all that work.

I do not know whether it is because we
in the Senate are somewhat frustrated
because under the Constitution we are
banned from initiating legislation in this
field, or what the reason may be; but
I think that the most unsound thing we
do in the Senate is in attempting to
write on the floor a tax bill, no matter
how complex or involved the matter may
be, and that is exactly what we have
done in connection with this bill.

I regret that we show that attribute
almost yearly; and I must express regret
again this time, because I think it is un-
sound to follow hat practice. It is not
a compliment to the committee or its
fine leadership or its fine work, To the
contrary, it seems to be borne in the idea
that individual Senators, on the floor, in
their judgment, many times most im-
pulsively, have sounder views on the corn-
complex matter of Federal taxation than
does the committee after its months of
study, hearings, and testimony. I cannot
join in that kind of approach to the pas-
sage of an involved tax bill and that is
one of the reasons I shall vote against
the bill.

The principal reason, though, why I
shall vote against the bill is that it at-
tempts to undo one of the real things
that had been attempted to be done by
his bill, and that was to fight inflation.
The fight against inflation will be a
particularly tough and important one
in the next 2 years, 1970 and 1971.

The bill which is now ready for adop-
tion, and It will be passed so far as the
Senate is concerned by its vote, shows
this kind of net result in revenue in
1970 and 1971. I am using the composite
table prepared by the staff of the Com-
mittee on Finance.

In the year 1970, this particular bill,
which-is now before us and about to be
voted on, has a net reduction from the
committee bill of about $3.0526 billion,
If that is an attack on inflation, if that
is an effort to regularize our fiscal prac-
tices, this Senator cannot see it. For the
year 1971, from this same table, it ap-pears that the amendments

- we have
agreed to on the floor of the Senate will
cut the revenue provided by the com-
mittee bill by $5.049 billion. In other
words, there would be a net reduction in
revenue in those 2 critical years, and
they are the 2 critical years in the fight
against inflation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Florida 3 additIonal
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized for 3
additional minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. The net result in those
critical years is better than $8 billion.
That is moving exactly In the wrong di-
rection rather than in the right direc-
tion. That is the principal reason I shall
vote against the bill.

There is one ray of hope in this mat-
ter. I have found it possible at least
three times before, and maybe more, in
voting against the complex bills In this
field which have been rewritten by the
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Senate en the floor to vote for a much
better bill which came back from con-
ference; and I do hope in this instance
we will have that kind of record made
again by the conferees of the two Houses.

In my mind it would be not only un-
fortunate but most misleading to the
public and defeat the objectives of all
concerned in trying to bring about this
legislation, to come back With this bill
in its present form, with a net reduc-
tion In revenue as against the commit-
tee bill, of over $8 billion in the 2 crit-
ical years.

Mr. President, having made those brief
remarks and again expressing my com-
pliments to the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana, the chairman of the
committee, and the Senator from Dela-
ware, I wish to inform the Senate I shall
vote against the bill and hope that when
they take it to conference we will get back
a vastly improved bill.

Mr. ALLOTr. Mr. President, I also
join in complimenting the members of
the Committee on Finance, the chair-
man, the ranking minority member, a-nd
also all the other members who just as
diligently through all the many days and
weeks of hearings attended to their busi-
ness in attempting to fulfill the mandate
of the Senate, a mandate which I think
was foolish and which I think should
never have been given. According to the
statement of the majority leader at the
time of the passage of the surtax bill, it
was a mandate of the Democratic pol-
icy committee. I think it was a short-
sighted and foolish mandate which we
will all live to regret in this country.

Mr. President, for the past 2 weeks or
more the Senate has been operating in
a circus-like atmosphere. The political
Christmas tree known as the Tax Reform
Act of 1969 has not only been decorated,
it has been gaudily overdressed with
flashy and topheavy economic ornaments
which threaten to short circuit every
light, and may well end up burning down
the house.

In the Senate's unprecedented spend-
ing spree, it has Ignored the cruelest tax
of all, inflation. Commonsense and rea-
son has been cast into the fire of polit-
ical advantage. Champagne has been
dished out when the budget can scarcely
afford 7-Up.

There is scarcely a citizen of this Na-
tion who has riot felt the effects of con-
tinued deficit spending by the Federal
Government. For the 8 years prior
to President Nixon's inauguration Amer-
ica suffered from the combination of the
policies of those in Congress who cannot
bear to see the budget balanced and ad-
ministrations which did not have the will
to face the economic realities of life.

Now we have an administration which
has pledged Itself to fiscal sanity. We
have an administration which has told
its individual departments: "Keep the
spending and the hiring down."

The policies f this administration nrc
just beginning to work, but every bit of
good which has been accomplished
through squeezing and belt tightening
and economic restraint will be undone If
the Senate version of the tax reform
bill becomes law.

While some good things have been ac-
complished in the bill, the fact remains
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that the U.S. Treasury would end up with
a short fall in revenue for the calender
years 1969—72 of $27 bihion—$26.284 bil-
lion, to be exact—if the bill in the form I
find it today is enacted. In addition, in
the calender year of 1973 alone the ef-
fect of the Mansfield-Byrd amendment
for social security would be an added so-
cial security tax bill of $6.7 billion for
middle-income taxpayers.

Because I cannot in conscience contrib-
ute to the destruction of fiscal respon-
sibility, which the American people de-
mand and which this administration
stands for, I find it necessary to an-
nounce that I shall vote against the final
passage of the bill, a self-created eco-
nomic monster. If it passes, and if the
Senate-House conference does not re-
store sanity to this legislation, I shall
vote against the conference report.

However, I have a very good feeling
that the bill which comes from the con-
ference is not going to be identifiable
with the bill which passes the Senate this
afternoon. I also want to make it per-
fectly clear that I will be among those
Senators who have announced they will
vote to sustain a veto by the President.
In fact, on behalf of the taxpayers of
this country, I urgently recommend to
the President that he exercise his veto
responsibility, as he has indicated he
will, If the bill contains anywhere near
the degree of fiscal irresponsibility it now
contains, because the vast majority of
citizens are in accord with his aim and
goal to curb inflation.

Since politically the present bill is sup-
posed to please about everybody, I sup-
pose that taking the position I have
enunciated carries with it certain risks.
Then so be It. I cannot and will not vote
for a measure which could well bring
about a situation which in turn would
precipitate an economic collapse in this
country.

Yesterday afternoon the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska offered an
amendment In which was incorporated
the concept of an administrative budget.
JI hope we get off this unitized budget
kick we have been on for the last 2 years.
It does not mean a thing. It is mislead-
ing to the people of the country. We will
never understand where we are until we
get back to the concept of an administra-
tive budget. How in the world can we
claim that we have a surplus In this
country when we are counting as a sur-
plus the dollars which are paid into trust
funds such as social security, highway
funds, and other such earmarked ac-
counts?

I have termed this bill the Lawyers
and Accountants Civil Relief Act of 1969.

I predict, and believe, that we will have
created, if the bill as it now stands is en-
acted into law, a heyday which will keep
or accountants and lawyers busy not
only for the space of yeras but for many
years to come. I do not begrudge them
their fees, but I am concerned about
those middle-income taxpayers who are
going to have this additional expense.

There is this to say about the bill,
many of us have advocated, and sought,
relief in the past for the average citizen.
I am talking about those in the lower
income and lower median income
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brackets. This bill does not now do this.
It has been rendered completely out of
balance by floor amendments. Educa-
tional investment credits have been
added. This is one of the more meritor-
ious floor amendments. It is a benefit
which I have previously supported. In
another climate, in another situation,
this benefit has been completely logical,
because it would give assistance to these
low- and middle-income taxpayers and
would have helped them to educate their
children. I have supported it.

I also advocated at times an increase
in the personal exemption, but that was
not done at a time when we had taken
5 million people from the taxrolls and
had decreased the taxes of some 7 mil-
lion others.

So it is not that these things are bad,
but rather that as amendments to the
tax reform bill which the committee
brought out, taken together, they are un—
acceptable for anyone who gives consid-
eration to fiscal responsibility in this
country.

I believe that the bill win be a better
bill when it comes back from conference.
I hope it will not look like the bill which
will probably pass this afternoon.

Mr. President, let me say this in con-
clusion: There is no tax which is as
cruel as inflation. It Is said over and
over. There- are many Senators who are
wealthy, but they will take care of them-
selves In an inflationary period, but the
man who cannot properly take care of

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I wish
very much that it were possible for me
to join in the expressions of praise by
the distinguished majority leader on the
work of the Senate in connection with
this bill.

Regretfully, as one Member of this
body, I have very little reason to be proud
of its collective performance in connec-
tion with this product of its delibera-
tions. It is• now a hodgepodge of politi-
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himself is the poor fellow working for
perhaps $3,000, or perhaps even $8,000
a year to support his family, or the man
and woman who have finished the pro-
ductive years of their livea and are de-
pendent upon social security, a pension,
or fixed Incomes. How can we say that
we are being honest with them If we do
not exert our last and best efforts to
maintain the stability of the dollar by
holding down inflation as the President
has asked?

Senators telling constituents that we
are giving them more and saying, "Look
at what we did for you," is like Little Jack
Homer who sat in the corner saying
"What a great boy am I" when he pulled
out a plum. We cannot tell them things
like that and at the same time pursue a
policy which destroys every hour of every
day, the very thing we are giving them,
with the other hand.

Therefore, Mr. President, I shall vote
against the bill and pray that when we
see the bill come back from conference,
it will be a much better bill as far as the
best interests of our country and Its
citizens are concerned.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that a chart which has been prepared by
the Treasury Department showing the
revenue loss of the bill, which is illustra-
tive of the remarks I have previously
made, be printed in the RecoRD.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

cal "goodies" which no longer deserves
the title of tax reform.

But, Mr. President, I do join the dis-
tinguished majority leader and the dis-
tinguished majority whip in their high
praise of the chairman of the Finance
Committee, the ranking minority mem-
ber, end all other members of the Fi-
nance Committee who worked so hard on
this bill. I think It is obvious, in most
cases, that by and large, the committee

REVENUE EFFECT OF SENATE AMENOMENTS TO fIR. 11270

[In millions at dnllnrsj

Calendar yenra

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 Lnngrun

Tul;l, as approved by Senate Finance
Committee +900 +6,458 +301 —3,298 —3,373 —3,438 —2,318

Floor amesdments:
—15Accemulatiun trusts

Medical espenses, aged —225 —225 —225 —225 —225 —225

Real estate —10 —20 —30 —45 —90

Transportation espenses, disabled —90 —90 —90 —90 —90 —90

Alternative tas —50 —65 —80 —00 —80 —80

Foundations —20 —20 —20 —20 —25 —25

Misimem las —20 —20 —20 —20 —20 —20

Education espenses, credit —1, 800 —1,800 1, 800 —1,800

Depletion
Investment credit:

Small business esemptiun —520 —720 —720 —720 —720 —720 —720

Depressed areas euceptiun —10 —70 —70 —70 70 —70 —70

Faster children —75 —75 —75 —75

Tas reliet (Care) —2,250 —3,740 +05 +85 +85 +85
Pensaus —tO —15 —20 —55

Citrus erases +5 +10 +10 +10 +10 +10

Subtotal, floor amendments —530 —3,525 —5,050 —3,040 —3,055 —3,080 —3,160

Social security:
Payments —5,7t0 —6,400 —6,400 —6,400 —6,400 —6,800

Tases +6,700 +6,700 +6,700

Crssd tatals, flour amendments —530 —9,225 —11,450 —9,440 —2,755 —2,780 —2,060

Total Senate bill, currnntly +370 —2,767 —11,149 —12,738 —6,120 —6,218 —5,178

Source: Office of the Secretary nt the Treasury, Office at Tas Analysia.

Nate: Net revenue lass 1969-74 $38,630,OtO,000, net revenee lass 1909—72 $2t,284,000,000.
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tried to achieve responsible and mean-
ingful tax reform in their deliberations
as evidenced by the bill that they re-
ported.

In particular, I want to refer to and
commend the great Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. WILLIAMS).

The other day, I had reason to have
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an
article about the fact that the distin-
guished Senator from Delaware has an-
nounced his retirement, an announce-
ment which I think everyone in this
body hopes he will reconsider and change
his mind.

The article referred to the Senator
from Delaware as being a giant in the
Senate

Mr. President, the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. WILLIAMS) is not only a giant
in the Senate today but, In the opinion
of this Senator, his performance in con-
nection with the pending bill, as in con-
nection with so many other bills, will
demonstrate that he is a giant in the his-
tory of the Senate.

Time will surely make it clear that he
was not only a friend of the taxpayer but
that he was also a friend of the consumer
as he fought for sound fiscal principles.

Mr. President, many of the amend-
ments which were adopted and added to
the pending measure to make it a
"Christmas tree" are amendments of
great merit.

So far as I personally am concerned,
for many years I have advocated and
have jntroduced bills to provide tax
credits for expenses in connection with
higher education.

I found it very difficult and distaste-
ful to vote against that amendment when
it was offered to the bill, but I felt that
the Senate must not abandon fiscal
responsibility.

We have to face reality, and this is
not the time when we can add to our
revenue losses.

For our Nation, like a fat man, to con-
tinue eating candy and double helpings
of Ice cream, would be the ieight of ir-
responsibility.

Senior citizens need and deserve an
Increase in social security benefits. In
my view, a 15-percent increase in bene-
fits Is not too great, although I believe
that a 10-percent Increase now, coupled
with an automatic escalator provision,
based on the cost of living, would be a
better deal in the long run for those
who rely on social security.

We do a disservice to our senior citizens
by tacking social security legislation onto
a tax package which is certain to push
the cost of living up at an even faster
pace.

.As it stands, this package contains too
little tax reform, too much tax relief and
a mighty big boost in prices for everyone.

Mr. President, I have the utmost con-
fidence in the gclod judgment and corn-
monsense of the American people. I be-
lieve that too many politicians do not
give them enough credit.

The housewife, the businessman, the
worker, are all deeply concerned about
galloping inflation. I think they know
and understand that Government spend-
ing, based upon borrowing, is largely re-
sponsible for the plight of our Nation
today.
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Mr. President, I have little doubt that
the bill before us will be passed by the
Senate, but, in good conscience, I can-
not vote for it. I want the Senator from
Delaware to know that he does not stand
alone and that the President does' not
stand alone. Both of them are right,
and I am confident the people know they
are right.

I shall cast my vote against the bill.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.

President, I yield 1 minute to the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. JAvIT5).

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I can state
my position on this bill very simply and
very directly. I have searched my con-
science. If I voted "no" I would do so in
the hope that the bill would be carried to
conference in spite of my vote.

It is easy to vote either way, because
none of us want the bill as it is, neither
those who will vote "yes" nor those who
will vote "no."

Because I believe In doing something
rather than doing nothing, I shall vote
"yes," but I shall feel free to debate
and to reject the conference report. I
want this bill to go to conference, so I
must be honest with myself and vote for
it.

I take this action with considerable
reluctance, because I am deeply troubled
by certain provisions in the Senate bill.
I have grave reservations about these
provisions in this bill, which I opposed
when they were offered as amendments.
Yet, there is much which is good and
worthwhile in it, and I am prepared, at
least, to send it to conference and to keep
an open mind until the conference report
is received.

I have long sought meaningful tax re-
form, introducing bills to achieve that
objective not only in this Congress, but
in previous Congresses. However, this bill
has been transformed into a tax rate-
cutting bill, as well as a tax reform bill,
and this poses considerable problems in
these inflationary times. I am deeply
troubled, in particular, by the Gore
amendment, which. increases the per-
sonal exemption; this would seriously
impede our efforts successfully to battle
inflation in the present and next fiscal
year. I opposed the Gore amendment for
that reason. In addition, I am concerned
about the amendment which gives tax
credits for education which must be
costly to Federal aid to education. And
by the Cotton amendment, which gives
the President unlimited authority to im-
pose import restrictions. The Cotton
amendment is particularly unfortunate,
since its subject is totally unrelated to the
tax bill to which it was added, and it
signals to the world that the United
States may be entering a protectionist
era. Should it survive the conference I
would consider seriously opposing the
conference report on that ground.

It must be emphasized that this bill
contains many valuable reforms, reforms
which many of us have sought for years:
Improvement in the oil depletion allow-
ance, a fairer tightening of the real
estate tax shelter, and the low-income
allowance, to mention but a few. In addi-
tion, this bill also contains a very im-
portant antiinflationary provision—that
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is, the 6-month extension of the income
tax surcharge—at a reduced 5-percent
rate, as requested by the administration.

In some areas the Senate bill is a great
Improvement over the House-passed
measure. Changes made in the Finance
Committee and on the floor of the Sen-
ate in the past 2 weeks have brought
about a bill which contains equitable tax
reform in the area of foundations, char-
itable contributions and real estate. The
bill, as amended in the Senate, also con-
tains valuable incentives for low- and
moderate-income housing and a deduc-
tion for the transportation expenses of
the handicapped—a provision which I
have been seeking for many, many years.

A provision of this bill would also in-
crease social security payments by 15
percent. I supported this provision, and,
while this increase has been cited as
having an inflationary impact, I am not
persuaded that its inclusion in this bill
is a reason for rejecting It. These in-
creased benefits are financed from the
social security trust fund—outside of
general revenues—and the House of Rep-
resentatives is now considering an in-
crease of this amount in a separate bill.
An increase of benefits for those over 65
cannot be viewed in the same light as
other provisions in this bill which would
have a negative revenue effect. Rather,
it represents a correction of inequities.
Like those disadvantaged in need of the
immediate establishment of a humane
and efficient system of family assistance,
social security beneficiaries need this in-
crease in benefits If they are to stay above
the line of dependency and poverty.

I am reluctant to see these very posi-
tive features of the Senate bill now go
down the drain. I do not want to see all
these many months of creative and com-
mitted work on tax reform wasted. I am
particularly reluctant to vote against
this bill when to vote for it would be a
vote to send it to a Senate-House con-
ference which will have the opportunity
to alter or eliminate the more unfor-
tunate features Of the bill and to limit
its inflationary impact.

On balance, I still believe that It is pos-
sible to salvage an equitable and fiscally
responsible bill, in which tax reform will
predominate over tax-rate cutting and
inflationary impact. For that reason I
will vote for this bill. It is my intention
to carefully examine the work of the con-
ference, to evaluate its report independ-
ently, to make a fresh judgment at that
point on the virtues of the tax reform
bill, and to cast my final vote on the
conference report accordingly. Only then
can a definite judgment be made on the
measure. For now, the momentous work
done on the measure should not be
aborted.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I want to
note that the Senator from Delaware is
a really great Senator. I only regret that
he cannot live eternally. He has per-
formed a-great duty for the U.S. Senate.

The PRESIDrNG OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. May I have 30 seconds?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-

ident, I yield whatever time the Senator
needs.

Mr. JAVITS. He has exposed all as-
pects of this bill. As a Senator repre-
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senting a State with 18 million people,
I thank him and I ask him to feel that,
no matter what else he may have done
in his life, this is an historic and a great
example of the capacity, the patriotism,
and the devotion which he has shown.

I would also like to pay tribute to
Senator LoNG, Senator TALMADGE, Sena-
tor GORE, and other Senators who have
fought so hard and so valiantly in re-
spect of the bill. I know they will forgive
me if I pick JOHN WILLIAMS, who sits in
front of me, as my favorite.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from In-
diana (Mr. HARTKE).

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I intend
to vote for the bill. I think it is a good
bill. It is far from perfect, but it is far
better than it would have been without
some of the changes that have been
made in the Finance Committee and on
the floor of the Senate.

I would like to make a brief state-
ment about the amendment that I offered
yesterday, and two of the amendments
that I did not offer, but plan to pursue
in the future at an appropriate time.

First, the amendment that I offered
last night as an amendment to Senator
MILLER'S amendment would have raised
almost $1 billion. Senator MILLER'S
amendment is good in that it raised the
rate of the minimum tax from 5 to 10
percent. On the other hand, it raises the
question of the possible creation of a
tax shelter for some taxpayers. This is
because Senator MILLER'S amendment
allows a deduction from the preferred
items of the amount of taxes on ordinary
income. It is therefore conceivable that
a taxpayer with large, ordinary income,
and also a goodly amount of preferred
income, could use the taxes paid on the
ordinary income to escape paying any
taxes at all on the preferred income. Of
course, there is some justice to Senator
MILLER'S claim that a taxpayer who was
paid a large amount of taxes should be
treated differently from the taxpayer
who has paid little or no taxes. Recog-
nizing this principle, my amendment
would have allowed a deduction of one-
half of taxes paid. I believe that this
would achieve equity while at the same
time foreclosing any possible loophole.
The different revenue estimates justify
this assertion.

The Senate Finance minimum tax pro-
vision would have generated $700 million
in additional revenue. Senator MILLER'S
proposal which was finally adopted, by
his estimations, generated $740 million.
My proposal would have generated
slightly less than $1 billion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter from the Joint Com-
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation
setting forth reevnue estimates of my
proposal be inserted at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

CoNoREss OF THE UNItED STATES,
JOINT COMMITTEE ON INTESNAL
REVENUE TAxATION,

Washington, D.C., December 11, 1969.
Hon. VANCE HARTKE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HAETKE: This is in reference
to your request for an estimate of the effect
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on income tax liability of a provision to
impose a 10 percent tax on the preference
items in the Senate Finance Committee ver-
sion of the tax on preference items after
deduction of one-half of Federal Income tax
otherwise payable and $30,000.

Time did not permit of a computer run
for this estimate; we estimate, without bene-
fit of a computer run, that this liroposal
would result In an increase over present law
of approximately $440 million in individual
income tax liability and $550 million in cor-
porate Income tax liability.

Sincerely yours,
LAURENCE N. w000woRTH.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I would
now like to discuss two amendments
that I did not offer, I did not offer these
amendments because the Senate has
been overburdened with amendments
to the tax reform bill, and because my
amendments raised profound and funda-
mental questions. While I believe these
proposals have merit, it may be that some
modifications or changes are desirable.
My first amendment, No. 369, would re-
peal some of the more outstanding pref-
erences in our tax code. Beginning in
1985, the following tax preferences
would no longer be allowed:

First. Intangible drilling and develop-
ment costs in the case of oil and gas
wells would have to be capitalized and
could not be taken as a deduction in the
year that they were paid or incurred.

Second. Percentage depletion on nat-
ural resources would be repealed, and
only cost depletion would be used.

Third. The capital gain provision of
the tax laws would be treated as ordi-
nary income.

Fourth. The special treatment of stock
options would be repealed and all income
arising from stock options would be
taxed as any other type of income.

Fifth. Interest received from State and
local bonds issued after December 31,
1984 would be taxed.

Sixth. New residential rental housing
and property constructed after July 25,
1969, could only be depreciated by a
method which did not exceed the amount
available under the 150 percent declin-
ing balance method.

Seventh. Personal property subject to
a net lease could only be depreciated on
methods which are not faster than the
150 percent declining balance method.

Eighth. Any deduction for a charitable
contribution of appreciated property
would have to be reduced by the amount
of gain which would have been realized
if the property had been sold at its fair
market value.

Ninth. Provisions of the tax law per-
mitting financial institutioim to deduct
reserves for losses on loans would be re-
pealed.

Tenth. The amount of any excess in-
vestment interest for •a taxable year
could not be deducted.

This amendment in no way implies
hostility or objection to the social and
economic goals to be achieved by the
various named preferences. A provision
in the tax code is a preference to the
extent that it allows any taxpayer to
accumulate wealth or enjoy personal
consumtion without paying the full tax.
A preference, then, means deviation from
the norm, and the proponents of a pref-
erence should have the burden of proof
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as to the use of the tax code for such
a purpose and the measure of its suc-
cess. My amendment would place the
burden of proof on those enjoying spe-
cial tax treatment, and not make tax
reform conditioned upon public outrage.

No one has a permanent right to the
U.S. Treasury. Nothing in this life is per-
manent, and the ordinary taxpayer must
make his plans with the realization that
his tax burden can change from time to
time. It is only fair that those who enjoy
preferences face the same uncertainty.
For as John Steinbeck said, "in the long
run, we are all dead."

My second amendment, No. 385, would
create a Senate Tax Reform CommiS-
sion, composed of 12 members selected
for their professional qualifications, ex-
cellence, experience in finance public fi-
nance, taxation, or related fields. They
would be selected by various Members of
the Senate. In the drafting of this
amendment, I tried to achieve as much
independence for this Tax Reform Com-
mission as possible. Once the members
of the commission are selected by the
Members of the Senate, they should be
entirely on their own to suggest desirable
changes in our tax code.

It is my hope that this 2-year com-
mission would create an expertise and
fund of knowledge that the Members of
the Senate could draw from. The debate
of the last 2 weeks shows rather con-
vincingly that there are many ideas for
beneficial change in our tax code, but
little concrete knowledge.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. TALMADGE. Does the Senator de-
sire additional time?

Mr. HARTKE. Yes, 1 minute:
Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 1 minute to

the Senator from Indiana.
Mr. HARTKE. This commission, then,

would consider the various tax reform
proposals and more importantly try to
determine the various proposals' eco-
nomic and social consequences. Tax re-
form is insufficient in itself if it does not
include careful evaluations of the eco-
nomic and social change. Also, this com-
mission in evaluating a certain area
would develop various alternative ap-
proaches. In this way, the Senate could
select from a series of possible changes,
and not be faced with the rather sterile
rejection or approval of one proposal.
This Commission would also consider de-
sired changes in the tax code to enhance
productivity, strengthen our economy,
and the achievement of social goals. Fi-
nally, this commission would study the
relationship between Federal, State, and
local, and property taxation. The pres-
ent U.S. taxation system is a crazy-quilt
of different systems, often working
against each other.

A columnist recently suggested that
taxes are too complex to be handled by
Congress. He suggested turning the en-
tire function over to the executive
branch. I consider this a most unwise
proposal. Taxes are becoming increasing-
ly technical and complex, but every ad-
ministration is subject to the same pres-
sures that are more conspicuously re-
vealed in Cdngress. The administration,
however, has the expertise and the tech-
nical staff so that their decisions seem
neater. If Congress is to meet its increas-
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ing responsibility in the field of taxation,
it must create the necessary machinery.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I yield 5 minutes to the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT).

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I wish,
first, to commend the two principal staff
aides and their assistants who have
worked so well and diligently on this
bill in helping solve numerous difficult
problems which have faced us. I am re-
ferring to Tom Vail, of the Finance Com-
mittee, and Larry Woodworth, of the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
Taxation. I also express our appreciation
and thanks to the Treasury experts and
advisers.

I think all of us would agree that there
are few committees whose work is so
conscientiously performed as that of the
Finance Committee, and there can never
be too many tributes to the ranking mi-
nority member, Senator WILLIAMS of
Delaware, whose consicence and con-
scientiousness are a byword, and to the
work which was done by all the mem-
bers of the committee on both sides of
the aisle, by the very distinguished chair-
man, who has patiently given considera-
tion to individual concerns and prob-
lems of each Senator and has aided them,
and to the Senators on his side of the
aisle, and to our members on this side
of the aisle on the Finance Committee,
including the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT), the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. CURTIS), the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MiLLER), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. JORDAN), the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. FANNIN), and the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN).

For all of the work done and the con-
tributions made, we are all appreciative.

At the same time, as many of them
have pointed out and as other Senators
have pointed out, this bill is, by the larg-
est understatement of the year, far from
perfect.

It has much in it which is designed to
meet the true needs of tax reform. It has
much added to it which operates to in-
crease the burden on the Treasury, and
to reduce the revenue to a point where
normal caution would, it seems to me,
have dictated otherwise.

I am reassured that the social security
increases will be taken care of jn another
bill if removed from this one. They
should be treated in a separate bill. I
favor the increases in social security. I do
not know of a matter which has aroused
more interest in Pennsylvania, as a mat-
ter of fact, than the plight of the social
security beneficiaries who have been too
long denied the very reasonable amounts
which they surely need.

There are many reasons why the al-
lowance for dependents should be in-
creased from $600. It has not been in-
creased since 1948. I believe that at least
some modest increase is desirable. I
would like to see one that does not result
in the removal or deprivation to the tax-
payer of the proposed increases in the
standard deduction allowances.

An amendment which I supported, the
Percy amendment, would have preserved,
for the most part, this important feature
in the Senate bill as it came to us. I am
not sure what the conferees win do, but
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I have a suspicion that the conferees are
more than likely to come up with some-
thing similar to the Percy amendment,
which was defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. scorr. I ask for 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
the Senator 3 minutes.

Mr. SCOTI'. Or which is more likely
to resemble the Percy amendment than
either the House bill, the Senate bill, or
the Gore amendment.

I agree with the Senator from New
York when he says he reserves the right
to either support or oppose the confer-
ence report if it does not remove some of
the unwisdom which has now become
embedded in the bill. Each of us ap-
proaches his final decision in full aware-
ness of the fact that, n seeking to do
good for some, we have not done well by
all; and therefore, we ask ourselves,
'Shall I vote for the bill, or against it?"

My reasoning follows that of others
who say that If we throw overboard all
the hard work that has gone into this
bill for many weeks, we may not have
tax reform at all.

On the other hand, if the bill comes
back to us in anything like the shape it Is
in now, perhaps we ought not to have
a tax bill at all, or perhaps the President
will veto the whole thing; and I would
suspect that a veto, under those cir-
cumstances, would not be overridden.

Therefore, It is my hope that the con-
ference will result in a bill which rep-
resents the distilled wisdom of the con-
ferees, and which can be found accept-
able to both parties. Because I want to
see tax reform and tax relief, and be-
cause I want to see tax reform and tax
relief, and because I favor many of the
features of the bill, I shall vote for it.

Finally, Mr. President, just a word to
express the great regret that all of us
feel that the distinguished Senator from
Delaware has announced that he will not
be a candidate to succeed himself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. SCOTr. Will the Senator from
Delaware yield me 1 additional minute
to further extend my praises of him?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
the Senator 2 minutes.

Mr. SCOTT. There is a rule in Dela-
ware that the distinguished senior Sena-
tor from Delaware can be reelected for
as long as he wishes, and they wish he
would wish for longer than he wishes
for. He is the only American Senator
who has, by custom and tradition, the
same privilege which is extended under
the Constitution of Canada to Canadian
Senators, who serve for life. The Senator
from Delaware could indeed serve for life
if he so desired. It is our loss that he has
reached another conclusion, and we will
miss, indeed irreplaceably, the great,
courageous, and dedicated service which
he has performed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I think
much of what has been done here was an
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exercise In futitity, because I think a
great portion of it will be stricken out by
the conference commitee; and If it is
not, there is great probability that the bill
will be vetoed.

It Is, In many respects, a bad bill. I
think the bill Is too punitive of some
elements in our society which have pro-
vided the capital flow which has been the
dynamic behind the great economic
growth of the United States of America.

I think there are other provisions, de-
signed to help people, which will have
the ultimate effect of doing them grave
Injury, through the debasement and de-
struction of the buying power of their
money.

Therefore, I intend to vote against the
bill. I join my colleagues In commend-
ing my distinguished friend from Dela-
ware, an able and tremendously patriotic
Senator. In spite of my battles with him
over the depletion allowance, I wish him
well, and wish he were not leaving.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

In my judgment, much of the harsh
criticism this bill has received is prema-
ture. I think most of us recognize that
there are provisions in the bill which
perhaps should not be In it. On the other
hand, there are many that should be
there. In the time I have been a Mem-
ber of the Senate, it has been my experi-
ence that bills of this magnitude usually
come back from conference in far better
shape than when they left the Senate.
In my judgment, that will be true this
time. Alter a conference between the
House and the Senate, this bill will be
put into sha.pe, where it will be less in-
flationary in the years 1971 and 1972,
and the relative inflow and outflow of
funds will be substantially the same.

I pay tribute to the distinguished chair-
man and the ranking minority member
of our committee, who have worked so
diligently, as have all the members of
the Committee on Finance, in perfect-
ing this measure. As the distinguished
majority leader has stated, it required
almost 4 months' work. We heard wit-
nesses day after day, and week after
week, and we sat in executive sessions
for the same period of time. We had out-
standing attendance of the members of
our committee, both at the hearings and
at the executive sessions.

Lastly, I pay tribute to the excellent
staff that provided us so much outstand-
ing assistance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield myself 1 addi-
tional minute.

In my judgment, Dr. Larry Woodward,
the chief of staff of the Joint Committee
on Internal Revenue, and Torn Vail, the
chief counsel for the Senate Committee
on Finance, did one of the most out-
standing jobs I have ever experienced in
my more than 20 years in government.
They are knowledgeable, dedicated, and
candid. When you ask them a question,
you get a responsible, forthright, hon-
est answer. The Senate owes them a
great debt of gratitude, and I cannot pay
them tribute in terms too warm.
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Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield me 2 minutes?
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, how

much time do I have remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 3 minutes.
Mr. TALMADGE. How much time

does the Senator from Delaware have
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
minutes.

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 2 minutes tç
the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, to put in
perspective what we are doing with this
bill, the Committee on Finance reported
out a bill which would have resulted in
a surplus of $6.5 billion for 1970. Now
that we have the amendments put on it,
it will result in a deficit of $2.7 billion.

For 1971, the Finance Committee bill
would have just about broken even, with
a surplus of $3 million. Under the bill
as now amended, we would have a deficit
of $11 billion.

For 1972, the Finance Committee bill
would have had a deficit of a little over
$3 billion; and under the bill as
amended, there will be a deficit of $12
billion.

If we really want to do a job in in-
creasing inflation and high interest
rates, the bill presently before the Sen-
ate is the way to do It.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the lead editorial in the New
York Times entitled "Inflationary Black-
mail" be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
a follows:

INFLATIONARY BLACKMAIL

The Senate's decision to incorporate a 15
per cent increase in Social Security benefits
and a $100 monthly minimum into its ver-
sion of the tax bill is a disgraceful exercise
In political blackmail. It is, unfortunately,
thoroughly in keeping with the irresponai-
bility that has marked every step of the
Senate's effort to distort what began as a
tax reform bill into an engine of accelerated
inflation.

We have no quarrel with the notion that
Social Security benefits need improvement
to offset the coat-of-living increaaes that have
cut the value of present pension payments
since the last 13 per cent raise In benefits
went into effect in February 1968. And cer-
tainly there Is room for debate as to whether
that improvement should be the 10 per cent
recommended by President Nixon or the 15
per cent the Democrats favor.

But tacking the higher benefits onto the
tax bill Is a transparently cynical device to
deter President Nixon from vetoing a bill
that is turning into a Christmas tree loaded
with inflationary candles. Few Congressional
actions are more popular than putting more
money in the pockets of the elderly, and the
imperturbable Senate majority feels rubber
dollars are as good as ones that have genuine
purchasing power. On that basis, it appar-
ently feels the President will have no option
except to sign the omnibus tax measure,
however uneconomic it becomes.

It is the President's obligation to Insist
that increased Social Security benefits be
considered on their merits in a separate
measure. The actual increase in the Federal
consumer price Index since the last benefit
rise comes to 9 per cent. The Nixon proposal
of a 10 per cent across-the-board increase in
benefits not only covers that rise but also
provides an escalator td keep pace with f u-
ture increases In living costs.

The question that Congress ought to weigh
Is whether the present period of rampant
inflation is the right one In which to lift
the benefit level on a more fundamental
basis.. We have no doubt that a strong argu-
ment can be made for such action once the
price level returns to some semblance of
stability, but it certsinly should not be s
matter of shotgun determination nosy.

That reserve applies even more strongly to
the steep increase the Senate has voted in
the benefit floor. This newspaper has long
contended that the present $55 minimum is
scandalously low. Yet a precipitate jump to
$100 sets a wretched Sxsmple for the exercise
of restraint in wage-price decisions in the
private economy.

It will require political courage for Mr.
Nixon to stand up against these giveaways
and defend both the nation's fiscal soundness
and its ability to meet the social needs that
cry out for expanded Federal aid. The Presi-
dent can and must demonstrate that courage
by making it plain now that he will veto sny
tax bill that spurs iñ.fiation, even one packed
with goodies for Social Security pensioners.

Mr. SCOn. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, there is
not much time remaining. Iwould like to
complete my statement.

I supported the Williams motion to
recommit. I regret very much that it
was defeated. I intend to vote for the bill
only for the purpose of getting it to con-
ference with the clear understanding and
the hope that the conference committee
will come back with a bill which will be
fiscally sound, one that I can support.

If they do not do so, I will not be
able to vote for the conference report.
And I am quite sure that the President
will veto it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I yield 1 minute to the Sena-
tor from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized for I
minute.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I shall
vote against the bill. In so doing, I want
it to be understood that I have nothing
but the greatest respect for the mem-
bers of the Finance Committee. It has
been my privilege and pleasure to serve
with them since early September.

I pay my respects also to the staff
which has been most helpful to me de-
spite the fact that I am the most junior
member of that committee. Their im-
partial, ever-obvious willingness to serve
all of us fairly and patiently attests to
their commitment to duty.

Mr. President, I take this opportunity
to say a word about the distinguished
Senator from Delaware.

Impelled not by political motivation,
but only by what he believes is best for
our country; JOHN WILLIAMS often
stands alone in taking the honest, re-
sponsible position.

He pleads unpopular causes.
The very nature of representative gov-

ernment gives encouragement to those
who would engage in political dema-
goguery, and I think that is what has
characterized the actions of many on
this matter for the last several days.

I leave to history, as all of us must, the
rendering of final judgment and deci-
sion upon the wisdom of the distinguished
Senator from Delaware. Insulated from
the heat of present emotions, given the
advantage of looking back upon events

still before us, I predict history will make
an objective evaluation of this man that
will fully confirm the great regard in
which he is held by all of us.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I join the chairman of the com-
mittee and othel's in paying my respects
to the staff of the Joint Committee on
Taxation.

I also pay my respects to the chairlnan
of the committee for the excellent job
that has been done in trying to get a
bill before the Senate. I agree completely
that we could not have had a more com-
petent staff. We could not have done our
job without them. Larry Woodworth and
Dennis Bedell are two of the most coin-
petent staff members that I have ever
worked with.

As to the complimentary remarks con-
cerning me, I thank all Senators.

I was sitting here thinking what con-
sternation there would be if I were to say
that I had changed my mind, but I will
not so they are safe.

Much has been said concerning the
$6.4 billion additional revenue raised by
tax reform in this bill. That $6 billion is
not all tax reform. I think *e should
point out the brcakdown. The $6.4 bil-
lion is arrived at in this manner; $4.2
billion is represented by the extension
of the surcharge another 6 months and
extending the ekcise taxes. The repeal of
the investment credit accounts for $2.5
billion additional revenue in the bill as
reported by the committee, and the tax
reform accounts for $1.4 billion.

When we add that up we have $8.1 bil-
lion, and the tax relief measures in the
Finance Committee bill, as reported,
totalled $1.7 billion.

That brings us back to the net gain
under the committee bill of $6.4 billion.
I repeat, the $6.4 billion surplus for 1970
represented in the committee bill does
not altogether consist of reform. It is the
revenue derived from the extension of
the surtax, the extension of the excise
taxes, and the repeal of the investment
tax credit. Furtherlnore, the $1.4 billion
from tax reform that was in the bill, as
it came, from the committee, has been
whittled down on the floor of the Senate
by $500 million. That only leaves $900
million of actual tax reform in the bill.
The $2.5 billion to be gained from the
repeal of the investment credit has been
whittled down on the floor by $800 mil-
lion. That leaves only $1.7 billion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I shall

vote against H.R. 13270, the Tax Reform
Act of 1969. The original purpose of this
bill was to remove from our tax structure
certain inequities which have accumu-
lated during the past 56 years. The act
purported to provide fairness to those
who are able to pay, to remove from the
tax roles millions of citizens who fall into
the very low income or poverty levels,
and to do these things in a fiscally re-
sponsible way, having due regard for the
goals of the Nation and the dangers of
inflation.

The measure now before the Senate
fails to achieve these purposes.
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Inequities have been added to in-
equities.

Many of the very low Income citizens
continue on the tax roles.

The revenue lost to the Federal Treas-
ury by virtue of amendments honestly
conceived and properly proposed offers
the prospect of a huge budget deficit.

I did not find it an easy matter to vote
against an amendment to raise the
standard deduction.

Nor was it a simple decision to vote
'no" regarding a 15-percent increase in
social security benefits.

Particularly, it was a hard matter
to vote against the amendment granting
tax credits for expenses of the higher
education of our young people. As a mat-
ter of fact, I have previously introduced
legislation to grant such tax credits as a
way to help families bear the burden of
ever-increasing costs of college educa-
tions for their children.

I did vote In favor of the amendment
providing the retention of the 7—percent
Investment credit on investments of up
to $20,000 per year, primarily to aid small
businessmen and farmers.

I also voted in favor of the amendment
adding a new section to the bill providing
that the 3-percent floor on medical ex-
penses and the 1-percent flc>or on medi-
cine would not apply to individuals who
are 65 years of age or older.

But aside from the effect of the several
individual amendments, the total effect
of Senate floor action on this bill would
mean that the Federal Government must
borrow money to finance the tax benefits
added, and that it must do so at the very
same time we are increasing taxes by the
continuation of the surcharge.

Moreover, Mr. President, these revenue
losses to the Federal Treasury increase
the supply of money and thereby fire the
flames of inflation precisely at the time
when this administration, by resorting
to some very difficult measures in cutting
Federal spending and halting inflation,
has reduced inflationary pressures.

President Nixon has announced his in-
tentions to veto this tax bill if it comes
to his desk in the form in which the Sen-
ate is attempting to pass it. He has given
us his reasons for feeling that this would
be necessary. I agree with those reas-
ons—they are exactly the same ones
which compel me to vote against final
passage.

This bill, before us now, is a fiscally ir-
responsible bill which gives tax cuts at a
time when tax cuts feed the fires of in-
flation as they already threaten to en-
gulf the economy of this Nation.

Fiscal responsibility is not a matter of
being all head and no heart; it is a matter
of social responsibility, too.

The country's troubles multiply when
legislators do not add and subtract
properly.

It is no kindness to the electorate to
legislate without regard to the connection
between spending and taxing. Inflation
eats into every paycheck, and undermines
the Nation's ability to put its troubled
house in order.

Mr. President, one is compelled to ex-
press appreciation for the work of the
Senate Finance Committee, and to recog-
nize that they worked under a time limi-
tation, as did the Senate itself as we near
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the end of the first session of the 91st
Congress. Many factors worked against
a more orderly and deeper study of tax
reform. Yet, to recite these serves no
purpose.

The bill before us simply fails to pro-
vide tax reform which is urgently re-
quired and sought by all.

If this bill passes the Senate today, and
If the conference report comes back to
this body reporting a fiscally responsible
bill, I shall, at that time, vote in favor of
the acceptance of that conference reportS

Mr. HART. Mr. President, two of the
facts of life of this body are that a Sena-
tor cannot vote "maybe" and that often
the final vote does not present a clear-
cut choice between "yea" and "nay".

The Tax Reform Act of 1969 is a case
In point.

When discussion of tax reform started
last spring, I listed certain goals which
I thought the bill should attempt to meet.

There were: First, meaningful tax re-
lief fQr low- and moderate-income fami-
lies; second, no extension: of the surtax
without meaningful tax relief, and maybe
not even then; and third, a balance or
near balance between revenue lost
through tax relief and revenue gained
through tax reform.

The bill we vote on today does provide
the first item, or at least directs more tax
relief to those income groups than the
House- or Senate Finance Committee-
approved bills.

Of course, the bill also contains exten-
sion of the surtax—reduced to 5 percent
for an additional 6 months. When I tied
surtax extension to tax reform last
spring, I had two thoughts in mind.

First, separation of the surtax ques-
tion from tax reform might have weak-
ened the push for the latter. By keep-
ing the two together, we have at least
accomplished a step toward putting more
equity into our tax system.

Second, I was not persuaded that the
surtax had been or would be effective in
slowing the climb in prices. I am still
not persuaded, but on balance the long-
range pluses from the tax relief provi-
sions outweigh the short-range minuses
resulting from a 6-month extension of
the surtax.

The gap between the revenue which
will be lost and the revenue which will be
gained in the Senate bill is a more diffi-
cult problem with which to deal.

Without getting into specific figures,
it is clear that as now presented, the
Senate bill will cost the U.S. Treasury
more than the House bill. And it goes
without saying that with increasing de-
mands on the Federal dollar, such a de-
crease cannot be accepted lightly.

Certainly we could have closed or par-
tially closed numerous loopholes un-
touôhed or only slightly touched by this
bill, and I voted for a number of such
amendments.

And certainly we have cut back on
loophole closing recommended by the
Senate Finance Committee or approved
by the House, and I have voted for sev-
eral such amendments. The problem, of
course, is that many such provisions do
serve a useful social benefit.

Because some tax benefits are good for
society, such as those which might help
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small businesses to compete better with
conglomerates, it becomes difficult to
close them all.

A better approach, it seems to me,
might be to enact a stiffer minimum tax
for persons taking undue advantage of
loopholes and limiting the way they can
make deductions. This stiffer approach
would not necessarily seriously affect
useful tax benefits but everyone would
pay more for the privilege of using
the loopholes. That is why I cosponsored
an amendment to set a graduated mini-
mum tax. Unfortunately, that amend-
ment was defeated.

At any rate, I am faced with a "yea"
and a "nay" vote on the Tax Reform Act
of 1969. Mindful of the revenue lost
which would result if the Senate bill be-
came law without change, I will vote yes
with the hope that the conferees will do
what they can to correct the revenue
shortfall.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the passage
of my amendment deleting intangible
drilling and development costs as a pref-
erence item under H.R. 13270 was a vic-
tory for the Independent oil producers
and the economies of our oil- and gas-
producing States.

That amendment deleting intangible
drilling and development costs for tax-
payers who gross $3 million or less annu-
ally was necessary to encourage greater
investment in the exploration and devel-
opment of our oil and gas resources by
the independent producer. Industry
spokesmen indicate the producer of not
more than 3,000 barrels a day will re-
ceive the greatest benefit from this legis-
lation, thus covering approximately 90
percent of our Kansas oil producers.

Witnesses before the Finance Commit-
tee indicated that more than 85 percent
of the Nation's efforts to search for oil
reserves Is conducted by these Independ-
ent producers. Government and industry
report that the lack of Incentives, not
lack of prospects, has been the principal
reason for the sharp reduction in explo-
ration drilling during the past 12 years.

Reports from independent oil producer
spokesmen indicate Kansas is an area of
great potential. In particular, northeast-
ern Kansas Is demonstrating the largest
leasing and drilling campaign seen in
Kansas for many years. That activity
along with heavy leasing In northwestern
and western Kansas indicates the poten-
tial for profitable oil production. This
legislation should provide the necessary
economic incentives to increase that ex-
ploration and development.

Further, assistance was provided by
rewriting the section which included de-
pletion as a preference item and sub-
jected it to a 5-percent tax. Under the
amendment accepted by the Senate, the
depletion allowance would be set off
against intangible drilling and develop-
ment costs, and the only tax paid would
be on the excess of depletion.

Without this amendment and because
the Senate later approved a 10-percent
tax on preference items, the amendment
is, in effect, worth twice as much to those
taxpayers who gross $3 million or less
annually.

During Senate debate, Senator LONG,
chairman of the Finance Committee,
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made a very good point—that the oil In-
dustry would have paid $650 million In
additional taxes under the House-passed
bill and that the section dealing with
intangibles alone would have constituted
a burden of $250 million in additional
taxes.

In Kansas, where oil and natural gas
production means one-half billion dollars
to the economy, the small independent
producers and the supply, equipment and
services firms servicing the oil and gas
industry depend directly on the vitality
of that Industry. The 27,800 Kansans
employed in oil and gas production in
1968 and the 100,000 persons in the fam-
ilies of those employees are affected by
this, tax legislation. But more than that,
a combination of these tax incentives
will give new vigor to the economy of
Kansas and other oil and gas producing
states, and all consumers will benefit by
Increased oil and gas supplies.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I strongly favor an audit fee for private
foundations, as provided In the present
legislation.

The foundations operate wtih tax-free
funds. The Treasury Department should
police these funds to be certain they are
used for public purposes. The audit fee
would ,pay for this.

In this legislation for the first time
we are attempting to distinguish between
operating foundations and to set them
aside from private foundations in gen-
eral, which act only as conduits to pass
Income onto others. In the bill, the House
committee, the House Itself, and the Sen-
ate Finance Committee clearly recog-
nizd the differences between an operat-
ing and a grant-making foundation, and
for the first time we have provided lan-
guage defining an operating foundation.

By operating foundations, I refer to
those foundations which expend their
own resources, not derived from tax in-
come, entirely for educational and mu-
seum purposes. I have In mind, for ex-
ample, two operating foundations in the
State of Virginia—Colonial Williams-
burg and the Mariner's Museum at New-
port News—which are engaged solely in
educational endeavors completely analo-
gous to tax-exempt museums operating
in the same field across the Nation.

The Ribicoff amendment, which I sup-
ported, provides for an audit fee equal
to one-filth of 1 percent of the assets In
1970, one-tenth of 1 percent In 1971, and
thereafter. That amendment further
provides for an annual report to the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
Taxation by the Treasury in regard to
the costs of enforcement. The Treasury
shall recommend the rate of the audit fee
to cover the costs.

Therefore, I say we should point out
in the record that we are dealing with an
unknown and that we do not have enough
Information to determine just what the
audit fee should be. In view of this, we
should request the Treasury in its an-
nual report, as required under the Rib!-
coff amendment, to look specifically at
the distinction to be made between op-
erating foundations and private foun-
dations In general.

In closing, let me reemphasize I am
advocating a reasonable fee, not an ex-
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eniption, for operating foundations.
Therefore, what I am saying is let us go
ahead for now, but be certain that Treas-
ury recognizes this problem, and the dis-
tinction between operating foundations
and private foundations in general.
Treasury should concentrate on this in
developing Its report to the Joint Com-
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. All time
having expired, the question Is, Shall the
bill pass? On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MATHIAS (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a live pair
with the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GOLDWATER). If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote "nay." If I were per-
mitted to vote, I would vote "yea." I
therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. STEVENS (after having voted in
the affirmative). On this vote I have a live
pair with the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. ELLENDER). If he were present and
voting, he would vote "nay." If I were
permitted to vote, I would vote "yea." I
therefore withdraw my vote.

Mr. SAXBE (after having voted In the
negative). On this vote, I have a live pair
with the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
SYMINGTON). If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote "yea." If I were per-
mitted to vote, I would vote "nay." I
therefore withdraw my vote.

The bill clerk concluded the call of the
roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
SYMINGTON), and the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER) is absent
on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. ANDERSON) and the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS) would each
vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
is absent on official business, and his pair
has been previously announced. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. MuNDr) is
absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE)
and the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS) have previously announced
their respective pairs.

The result was announced—yeas 69,
nays 22, as follows:

(No. 223 Leg.]
YEAS—69

Aiken Dodd Jackson
Allen Dominick Javits
Baker Eagleton Jordan, NC.
Bayh Eastland Kennedy
Beilmon Ervin Long
Bible Fong Magnuson
Boggs Fulbrlgbt Mansfield
Burdick Gore McCarthy
Byrd, Va. Gravel McClellan
Byrd, W. Vs. Harris McGee
Cannon Hart McGovern
Case Hartke McIntyre
Church Hatfield Metcalf
Cook Hollings Miller
Cooper Hughes Mondale
Cranston Inouye Moptoya

NOT VOflNG—e
Goldwater
Mundt
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So the bill (H.R. 13270) was passed.
Mr. LONG. I move to reconsider the

vote by which the bill was passed.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to lay that

motion on the table.
The motion to lay on the, table was

agreed to.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move that

the Senate insist upon its amendment in
the nature of a substitute for the House
passed version of H.R. 13270 and re-
quest a conference with the House of
Representatives on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. LONG, Mr.
ANDERSON, Mr. GORE, Mr. TALMADGE, Mr.
WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr. BENNETT, and
Mr. CuRTIS conferees on the part of the
Sen'ate.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 13270) be
printed; and that in the engrossment of
the amendment of the Senate to the bill
the Secretary of the Senate be authorized
to make appropriate technical, clerical,
and conforming changes and corrections,
including the placement of new provi-
sions added to the bill by floor amend-
ments, corrections in section, subsection,
and so forth, designations, and cro ref-
erences thereto, of the bill and of the
sections of the Internal Revenue Code,
and corrections in the table of contents
of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFTICER. Without
objeötion, it is so ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
Ident, no one in the Senate respects the
tradition of the Senate more than I. I
have served on conference committees
when we knew there would be disagree-
ment. It Is the duty of the conferees to
work out an agreement between the
House and the Senate versions of the
bill. Nevertheless, it is the tradition of
the Senate that they put on the confer-
ence committees those Members they
feel can reasonably support the Senate
position.

I felt so strongly I could not support
this bill in Its present form, and it was
with great regret I had to vote against It
after having worked on It so hard for
the past several months.

Moss Proxmlre Spong
Muskie Randolph Stennis
Nelson Ribicoff Talmadge
Packwood Schweiker Wilflasna, N.J.
Pastore Scott Yarborough
Pell Smith. Dl. Young, N. Dak.
Prouty Sparkman Young, Ohio

NAYS—2
Allott Griffin Percy
Bennett Gurney Russell
Brooke Hansen Smith, Maine
Cotton Holland Thurmonci
Curtis Hruska Tower
Dole Jordan, Idaho Williams, DeL
Fannin Murphy
Goodefl Pearson
PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS

PREVIOtJSLT RECORDED—3
Mathias, for.
Stevens, for.
Saxbe, against.

Symlngton
Tydings

Anderson
Ellender
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I cannot In good conscience serve as
a conferee and pretend to support the
position of the Senate on something
which I think is so radically wrong and
irresponsible. I opposed all of the major
amendments by the Senate, and it would
not be fair to serve as a conferee.

I ask to be excused as a conferee.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-

ident, may we have order? Would the
Chair direct Senators to take our seats?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be In order.

The Senator from Montana was recog-
nized.

Mr. LONG addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana has the floor.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would

hope the Senator from Delaware would
relent in his decision about this matter,
but if he Insists on it I will have to ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MILLER) be added as a
conferee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it Is so ordered. The Senator
from Iowa is added as a conferee.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under-
stand the conferees have been named by
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DOLE. I understand the conferees
do not now Include the name of the Sen-
ator from Delaware. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator Is correct. The Senator from Dela-
ware withdrew.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, could the
Senator from Delaware be reinstated at
his request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not with-
out unanimous consent.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator
like him to be reinstated?

Mr. DOLE. Yes.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I would like to see

him reinstated. Would heapprove?
Mr. DOLE. I hope he will reconsider.

I think it would be a great tragedy If he
were not a conferee. Every Member on
this side of the aisle shares that view.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I think
It would be inappropriate unless the
Senator from Delaware were present.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Presiding Offi-
cer is correct.
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Sec. 1001. Short title.
Sec. 1002. Increase in old-age, survivors, and disability insurance benefit8.
Sec. 1003. Increase in benefits for certain individuals age 72 and over.
Sec. 1004. Maximum amount of a wife's or husband'8 insurance benefits.
Sec. 1005. Allocation to disability insurance trust fund.
Sec. 1006. Increase in wage base.
Sec. 1007. Disregarding OASDI benefit increases to the extent attribut-

able to retroactive effective dates.
Sec. 1008. Disregarding of income in determining ned for public

a88istance.
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TITLE XI—AJIL'NThIIENi TO TIlE SOGIAL ECf!IITY ACT

AS. 1101. ASi/wit title.
AS'ec. 1102. Actw.uify ,cd aced bcne/i/.
Se:. 7103. Efferti.c date.
ASec. 1104. A inendment of Gel ASeicice llc/,re,nc,i/ I rt.

TI 7'LL' XI I—GA P1 TOT G ('1 DL' ASE1 I

ASc(. 1201. AS/wit title.
ASec. 1202. L'tablih,iie,,.t ((led paIJioc.
AeC. 1203. Guides.
ASec. 1204. Powers of the Iioaid.
AS'i'c. 1205. Transfer pro Liofl8.
&c. 1206. Effectice date.

1 (c) AMENDMENT OF 1954 CODE.—Except as otherwise

2 expressly provided, whenever in this Act an amendment or

3 repeal is expressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal of,

4 a section or other provision, the reference shall be considered

5 to be made to a section or other provision, of the Internal

6 Revenue Code of 1954.

'1 TITLE 1—TAX EXEMPT
8 ORGANIZATIONS

Subtitle A—Private Foundations
* * * * *
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7 "SEC. 508. SPECIAL RULES WITH RESPECT TO SECTION

8 501(c) (3) ORGANiZATIONS.

9 "(a) NEW ORGANIZATIONS MUST NOTIFY SECRE-

10 TARY THAT THEY ARE APPLYING FOR RECOGNITION OF

11 SECTION 501 (c) (3) STATUS.—EXCept as provided in sub-

12 section (c), an organization organized after October 9,

13 1969, shall not be treated as an organization described in

14 section 501 (c) (3)—

15 "(1) unless it has given notice to the Secretary

16 or his delegate, in such manner as the Secretary or

117 his delegate may by regulations prescribe, that it is

18 applying for recognition of such status, or

19 "(2) for any period before the giving of such

20 notice, if such notice is given after the time prescribed

21 by the Secretary or his delegate by regulations for giving

22 notice under this subsection.

23 For purposes of paragraph (2), the time prescribed for

24 giving notice under this subsection shall not expire before

25 the 90th day after the day on which regulations first pre-

26 scribed under this subsection become final.



1 "(b) PRESUMPTION THAT ORGANIZATIONS ARE PR!-

2 VATE FOUNDATIONS.—EXCCpt as provided in subsection (c),

3 any organization (including an organization in existence on

4 October 9, 1969) which is described in section 501 (c) (3)

5 and which does not notify the Secretary or his delegate, at

' such time and in such manner as the Secretary or his delegate

7 may by regulations prescribe, that it is not a private founda-

8 tion shall be presumed to be a private foundation. The time

9 prescribed for giving notice under this subsection shall not

10 expire before the 90th day after the day on which regulations

ii first prescribed under this subsection become final.

12 "(c) EXCEPTIONS.—

13 "(1) MANDATORY ExcEpTIONS.—Subsections (a)

14 and (b) shall not apply to—

15 "(A) churches, their integrated auxiliaries, and

1.6 conventions or associations of churches, or

17 "(B) any organization which is not a private

18 foundation (as defined in section 509(a)) and the

19 gross receipts of which in each tarnable year are nor-

20 mally not more than $5,000.

21 "(2) EXCEPTiONS BY REGULATIONS.—TlIe Secre-

22 tary or his delegate may by regulations exempt (to the

23 extent and subject to such conditions as may be prescribed

24 in such regulations) from the provisions of subsection (a)

25 or (b) or both—
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i "(A) educational organizations which nor-

2 mally maintain a regular faculty and curriculum

3 and normally have a regularly enrolled body of

4 pupils or students in attendance at the place where

5 their educational activities are regularly carried on;

6 and

7 "(B) anj other class of organizations with

8 respect to which the Secretary or his delegate deter-

9 mines that full compliance with the provisions of

10 subsections (a) and (b) is not necessary to the

11 efficient administration of the provisions of this title

12 relating to private foundations.

* * * * *
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4 4 4

12 Subtitle C—Moving Expenses
13 SEC. 221. MOVING EXPENSES.

14 (a) DEDUCTION FOR MOVING ExPENSES.—Section 217

15 (relating to moving expenses) is amended to read as follows:

16 "SEC. 217. MOVING EXPENSES.

17 "(a) DEDUCTION ALLOWED.—There shall be allowed

18 as a deduction moving expenses paid or incurred during the

19 taxable year in connection with the commencement of work

20 by the taxpayer as an employee or as a self-employed in-

21 dividual at a new principal place of work.

22 "(b) DEFINITIoN OF MOVING EXPENSES.—

23 "(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this section,
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1 1/ic term 'moving CXCflSCS means only the reasonable

2 eepenses—

3 ''(A) of nwviily /wuc/iold goods and personal

-I effects from the former residence to the new res—

3 dence,

(i "(B) of traveling (incliuliny 'iiu'als and lody—

7 inq) from the former residence to the new place of

S residence,

9 "(0) of traveling (including meals and lodg-

10 ing), after obtaining employment, from the former

11 residence to the general location of the new princi—

12 pal place of work and return, for the principal pur-

13 pose of searching for a new residence,

"(D) of meals and lodging while occupying

temporary quarters in the general location of the

new principal place of work during any period of

30 consecutive days after obtaining employment, or

"(E) constituting qualified residence sale, pur-

19 chase, or lease expenses.

20 "(2) QUALIFIED RESIDENCE SALE, ETC., EX-

21 PENSES.—FOr pt,trposes of paragraph (1) (E), the term

qualz fled resdence sale, purchase, or lease expenses
23 means only reasonable expenses incident to—

24 "(A) the sale or exchange by the taxpayer or

his spouse of the taxpayer's former resideiice (not
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1 includiiuj expenses for work performed on such

2 residence in order to assist in its sale) which (but

3 for this subsection wd xubsection (e)) would be

4 taken into account m detern'ining the amount real—

ized on the sale or exchange,

"(B) the purchase by the taxpayer or his

7 spouse of a new residence in the general location of

S the new principal place of work which (but for this

9 subsection and subsection (e)) would be taken into

10 account in determining—

11 "(i) the adjusted basis of the new resi-

12 dence, or

13 "(ii) the cost of a loan (but not including

14 any amounts which represent payments or pre-

15 payments of interest),

16 "(C) the settlement of an unexpired lease held

17 by the taxpayer or his spouse on property used by the

18 taxpayer as his former residence, or

19 "(D) the acquisition of a lease by the taxpayer

20 or his Apouse on property used by the taxpayer as

'1 .
— his new residence in the general location of the new

22 principal place of work (not including amounts

23 which are payments or prepayments of rent).

24 "(3) LIMITATiONS.—

25 "(A) DOLLAR L!MITS.—The aggregate amount
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1 allowable as a deduction under subsection (a) in

2 connection with a commencement of work which is

3 attributable to expenses described in subparagraph

4 (0) or (D) of paragraph (1) shall not exceed

5 $1,000. The aggregate amount allowable as a cleduc-

6 tjon under subsection (a) which is attributable to

7 qualified residence sale, purchase, or lease expenses

8 shall not exceed $2,500, reduced by the aggregate

9 amount so allowable which is attributable to cx-

10 penses described in subparagraph (C) or (D) of

11 paragraph (1).

12 "(B) IJusB1Nn AND TVIFE.—If a husband and

13 wife both commence work at a new principal place of

14 work within the same general location, subparagraph

15 (A) shall be applied as if there was only one corn-

16 mencement of work. In the case of a husband and
17 wife filing separate returns, subparagraph (A) shall

18
be applied by substituting '$500' for '$1,000', and

19 by substituting '$1,250' for '$2,500'.
20 "(C) INDIViDUALS OTHER THAN TAX-

21 PAYER.—In the case of any individual other than
22

the taxpayer, expenses referred to in subparagraphs
23 (A) through (D) of paragraph (1) shall be taken
24

into account only if such individual has both the
25 former residence and the new residence as his prin-
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1 cipal place of abode and is a member of the tax-

2 payer's household.

3 "(c) CONDITiONS FOR ALLOWANCE.—NO deduction

4 shall be allowed under this section unless—

5 "(1) the tax payeis new principal place of work—

6 "(A) is at least 20 miles farther from his

7 former residence than was his former principal place

8 of work, or

9 "(B) if he had no former principal place of

10 work, is at least 20 miles from his former residence,

11 and

12 "(2) either—

13 "(A) during the 12-month period immediately

14 following his arrival in the general location of his

15 new principal place of work, the taxpayer is a full-

16 time employee, in such general location, during at

17 least 39 weeks, or

18 "(B) during the 24-month period immediately

19 following his arrival in the general location of his

20 new principal place of work, the taxpayer is a full-

21 time employee or performs services as a self-employed

22 individual on a full-time basis, in such general loca-

23 tion, during at least 78 weeks, of which not less than

24 39 weeks are during the 12-month period referred

25 to in subparagraph (A).
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1 For purposes of paragraph (1), the distance between

2 two points shall be the shortest of the more commonly

3 traveled routes between such two points.

4 "(d) RULES FOR APPLICATiON OF SUBSECTION (c)

5 (2).—

6 "(1) The condition of subsection (c) (2) shall not

7 apply if the taxpayer is unable to satisfy such condition

8 by reason of—

9 "(A) death or disability, or

10 "(B) involuntary separation (other than for

ii willful misconduct) from i/ic service of, or trans-

12 fer for the benefit of, an employer after obtaintng

13 full—time employment in which the taxpayer could

14 reasonably ha'e been expected to RatIRfy RflC/t COn—

15 dition.

16 "(2) if a taxpayer has not satisfied the condttwn of

17 subsection (e) (2) before the time prescribed by law

18 (including extensions thereof) for filing the return for

19 the taxable year during which he paid or incurred mm'-

20 ing expenses which would otherwise be (leductible under

21 this section, but may still satisfy sue/i condition, then

22 such expenses may (at the election of the taxpayer) be

23 deducted for such taxable year notwithstanding subsee—

24 lion (c) (2).

25 "(3) If—
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1 "(A) for any taxable year moving expenses

2 have been deducted in accordance with the rule

3 provided in paragraph (2), and

4 "(B) the condition of subsection (c) (2) cannot

5 be satisfied at the close of a subsequent taxable year,

6 then an amount equal to the expenses which were so

7 deducted shall be. included in gross income for the first

8 such subsequent taxable year.

9 . "(e) DENIIL OF DOUBLE BENEnT.—The amount real-

10 ized on the sale of the residence described in subparagraph

11 (A) of subsection (b) (2) shall not be decreased by the

12 amount of any espenses described in such subparagraph

13 which are allowed as a deduction under subsection (a), and

14 the basis of a residence described in subparagraph (B) of

15 subsection (b) (2) shall not be increased by the amount of

16 any expenses described in such subparagraph which are

17 allowed as a deduction under subsection (a). This subsec-

18 don shall not apply to any expenses with respect to which

19 an amount is included in gross income under subsection

qdfl'3).

21 "(f) Rui.& FOR SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS.—

22 "(1) DEFIXITI0X.—For purposes of this section,

23 the term 'self-employed individual' means an individual

24 irho performs personal services—
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1 "(A) as the owner of the entire interest in an

2 unincorporated trade or bu$iness, or

3 "(B) as a partner in a partnership carrying

4 on a trade or business,

5 "(2) RULE FOR APPLICATION OF SUBSECT1ON1S

6 (b)(1) (C) AND (D).—For purposes of subparagraphs

(C) and (D) of subsection (b) (1), an individual who

8 commences work at a new principal place of work as a

9 self-employed individual shall be treated as having ob-

10 tamed employment when he has made substantial ar-

ii rangements to commence such work.

12 "(g) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary or hi delegate

13 shall prescribe such regulations as may be necessary to carry

14 out the purposes of this section."

15 (b) INCLUSION IN GROSS INCOME OF MOVING Ex-

16 PENSE REIMBURSEMENTS.—Part II of subchapter B of

17 chapter 1 (relating to items specifically included in gross

18 income) is amended by adding after section 81 the following

19 new section:

20 "SEC. 82. REiMBURSEMENT FOR EXPENSES OF MOVING.

21 "There shall be included in gross income (as compen-

22 sation for services) any amount received or accrued, directly

23 or indirectly, by an individual as a payment for or reimburse-

24 ment of expenses of moving from one• residence to another

25 residence which is attributable to employment or self-employ-

26 ment."
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1 (c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

2 (1) The table of sections for part II of subchapter

B of chapter 1 is amended by adding at the end thereof

4 the following new item:

"Sec. 8. Reimbursement of moving expenses."

5 (2) Section 1001 (relating to determination of

6 amount and recognition of gain or loss) is amended by

7 adding after subsection (e) (as added by section 516(a)

8 of this Act) the following new subsection:

9 "(f) CROSS REFERENCE.—

"For treatment of certain expenses incident to the sale
of a residence which were deducted as moving expenses
by the taxpayer or his spouse under section 217(a), see
section 217(e)."

10 (3) Section 1016(c) is amended to read as follows:

11 "(c) CROSS REFERENCES.—

"(1) For treatment of certain expenses incident to the
purchase of a residence which were deducted as moving
expenses by the taxpayer or his spouse under section
217(a), see section 217(e).

"(2) For treatment of separate mineral interests as one
property, see section 611."

12 (d) EFFECTiVE DATES.—The amendments made by this

13 section shall apply to taxable years beginning after Decem-

14 ber 31, 1969, except that section 217 of the Internal Revenue

15 Code of 1954 (as amended by subsection (a)) shall not

16 apply to any item to the extent that the taxpayer received

17 or accrued reimbursement or other expense allowance for

18 such item in a taxable year beginning on or before Decem-

19 ber 31, 1969, which was not included in his gross income.

H.R. 13270 15



1 used by the tax payer which the Secretary or his delegate

2 has determined results in a reasonable allowance unde

3 section 167(a), and which is not—

4 "(A) a declining balance method,

5 "(B) the sum of the years-digits method, or

6 "(C) any other method allowable solely by

7 reason of the application of subsection (b) (4) or

8 (j) (1) (0) of section 167,

9 then the adjustment to earnings and profits for deprecia

10 tion for such year shall be determined under the method

11 so used (in lieu of under the straight line method).

12 "(3) CERTAIN FOREIGN CORPORA TIONS .—The

13 provisions of paragraph (1) shall not apply in comput-

14 ing th:e earnings and pro fits of a foreign corporation for

15 any taxable year for which less than 20 percent of the

16 gross income from all sources of such corporation is de-

17 rived from sources within the United States."

18 (b) CONFORMiNG AMENDMENTS.—

19 (1) Section 964(a) (relating to earnings and

20 profits of a foreign corporation) is amended by striking

21 out "For purposes of this subpart," and inserting in lieu

22 thereof "Except as provided in section 312 (m) (3), for

23 purposes of this subpart".

24 (2) Sect ion 1248(c) (1) (relating to general rule

25 for determination of the earnings and profits of a foreign
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* * * * *

5 TITLE V—ADJUSTMENTS AF-
6 FECTING INDI VID UALS A ND
7 CORPORATIONS

* * * * *



411

1 Subtitle D—Subchapter S Corporations
2 SEC. 531. QUALiFIED PENSION, ETC., PLANS OF SMALL

3 BUSINESS CORPORATIONS.

4 (a) IN GENERAL.—SUbChapter S of chapter 1 (relat-

5 ing to election of certain small business corporations as to

6 taxable status) is amended by adding at the end thereof

7 the following new section:

8 "SEC. 1379. CERTAIN QUALIFIED PENSION, ETC., PLANS.

9 "(a) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT FOR QUALIFICA-

10 TION OF STOCK BONUS OR PROFIT-SHARING PLANS.—A

11 trust forming part of a stock bonus or profit-sharing plan.

12 which provides contributions or benefits for employees some

13 or all of whom are shareholder-employees shall not con-

14 stitute a qualified trust under sectian 401 (relating to

15 qualified pension, profit-sharing, and stock bonus plans)

16 unless the plan of which such trust is a part provides that

17 forfeitures attributable to contributions deductible under sec-

18 tion 404(a) (3) for any taxable year (beginning after De-

19 cernber 31, 1970) of the employer with respect to which it

20 is am electing small business corporation may not inure to

21 the benefit of any individual who is a shareholder-employee

22 for such taxable year. A plan shall be considered as satisfy-

23 ing the requirement of this subsection for the period begin-

24 fling with the first day of a taxable year and ending with

the 15th day of the third month following the close of such



412

1 taxable year, if all the provisions of the plan which are

2 necessary to satisfy this requirement are in effect by the end

3 of such period and have been made effective for all purposes

4 with respect to the whole of such period.

5 "(b) TAXABILITY OF SHAREHOLDER-EMPLOYEE

6 BENEFICIARIES.—

7 "(1) INCLUSION OF EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS IN

8 GROSS INCOME.—NOtwithStafldiflg the provisions of sec-

9 tion 402 (relating to taxability of beneficiary of em-

10 ployeës' trust), section 403 (relating to taxation of

11 employee annuities), or section 405(d) (relating to

12 taxability of beneficiaries under qualified bond purchase

13 plans), an individual who is a shareholder-employee of

14 an electing small business corporation shall include in

15 gross income, for his taxable year in which or with

16 which the taxable year of the corporation ends, the ex-

17 cess of the amount of contributions paid on. his behalf

18 which is deductible under section 404(a) (1), (2),

19 or (3) by the corporation for its its taxable year over the

20 lesser of—

21 "(A) 10 percent of the compensation received

22 or accrued by him from such corporation during its

23 taxable year, or

24 "(B) $2,500.

25 "(2) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS INCLUDED IN
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1 GROSS INCOME.—Any amount included in the gross in-

2 come of a shareholder-employee under paragraph (1)

3 shall be treated as consideration for the contract con-

4 tributed by the shareholder-employee for purposes of

5 section 72 (relating to annuities).

6 "(3) DEDUCTION FOR AMOUNTS NOT RECEIVED

7 AS BENEFITS.—If-—

8 "(A) amounts are included in the gross income

9 of an individual under paragraph (1), and

10 "(B) the rights of such individual (or his bene-

ii ficiaries) under the plan terminate before payments

12 under the plan which are excluded from gross in-

come equal the amounts included in gross income

14 under paragraph (1),

is then there shall be allowed as a deduction, for the taxable

16 year in which such rights terminate, an amount equal to

17 the excess of the amounts included in gross income under

18 paragraph (1) over such payments.

j.9 "(c) CARRYOVER OF AMOUNTS DEDUCTIBLE.—NO

20 amount deductible shall be carried forward under the second

21 sentence of section 404(a) (3) (A) (relating to limits on

22 deductible contributions under stock bonus and profit-sharing

23 trusts) to a taxable year of a corporation with respect to

24 which it is not an electing small business corporation from a

25 taxable year (beginning after December 31, 1970) with
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1. respect to which it is an electing small business corporation.

2 "(d) SHAREHOLDER-EMPLOYEE.—FOr purposes of this

3 section,. the term 'shareholder-employee' means an employee

4 or officer of an electing small business corporation who owns

5 (or is con$idered as owning within the meaning of section

6 318(a) (1)), on any day during the taxable year of such

corporation, 10 percent or more of the outstanding stock of

8 the corporation."

9 (b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—SectiOn 62 (relat-

10 ing to adjusted gross income defined) is amended by insert-

11 ing after paragraph (8) the following new paragraph:

12 "(9) PENSION, ETC., PLANS OF ELECTING SMALL

13 BUSINESS CORPORA TIONS.—T he deduction allowed by

14 section 1379(b) (3)."

15 (c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—T/Ie table of sections fo?

16
subchapter S of chapter 1 is amended by adding at the end

17 thereof the following new item:

"Sec. 1379. Certain qualified penion, etc., plan8."

18 (d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—T/ie amendments made by this

19 section shall apply with respect to taxable years of electing

20 small business corporations beginning after December 31,

21 1970.
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* * * * *

TITLE IX—MISGELLANEO US
6 PROVISIONS
' Subtitle A—Miscellaneous Income Tax
8 Provisions
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* * * * *

4 SEC. 914. DEDUCTIONS FOR MEDICAL CARE, MEDICINE,

5 AND DRUGS FOR iNDIViDUALS WHO HAVE

6 ATTAINED THE AGE OF 65.

7 (a) IN GENERAL.—

8 (1) Section 213(a) (relating to allowance of

9 deduction for medical, dental, etc., expenses) is amended

10 to read as follows:

11 "(a) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—There shall be

.12 allowed as a deduction the following amounts, not corn pen-

13 sated for by insurance or otherwise:

14 "(1) If neither the taxpayer nor his spouse has

15 attained the age of 65 before the close of the taxable

16 year—

17 "(A) the amount of the expenses paid during

18 the taxable year for medical care of any dependent

19 (as defined in section 152) who—

20 "(i) is the mother or father of the tax-.

21 payer or of his spouse, and

22 "(ii) has attained the age of 65 before the

23 close of the taxable year;

24 "(B) the amount by which the amount of ex-

25 pen.ses paid during the taxable year (reduced by
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1 any amount dethictible under subparagraph (C))

2 for medical care of the taxpayer, his spouse, and

3 dependents (other than any dependent described ifl

4 subparagraph (A)) exceeds 3 per centum of tle

5 adjusted gross income; and

6 "(C) an amount (not in excess of $100) equal

7 to one-half of the expenses paid (luring the taxable

8 year for insurance which constitutes medical care

9 for the taxpayer, his spouse, and dependen?s (other

10 than any dependent described in subparagraph

11 (A)).

12 "(2) If either the taxpaijer or his spouse has

13 attained the age of 65 before the close of the taxable

14 year—

15 "(A) the amount of the expenses paid during

the taxable year for medical care of the taxpayer,

17 his spouse, and any dependent described in para-

18 graph (1) (A);

19 "(B) the amount by which the amount of

20 expenses paid during the taxable year (reduced by

21 any amount deductible under subparagraph (C))

22 for medical care of dependents (other than any

23 dependent described in paragraph (1) (A))

24 exceeds 3 percent of the adjusted gross income;

25 and
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1 "(C) an amount (not in excess of $150) equal

2 to one-half of the expenses paid during the taxable

3 year for insurance which constitutes medical care of

4 dependents (other than any dependent described in

5 paragraph (1) (A))."

6 (2) Section 213(b) (relating to limitation with

7 respect to medicine and drugs) is amended by adding

8 at the end thereof the following new sentence: "The pre-

9 ceding sentence shall not apply to amounts paid for the

10 care of—

11 "(1) the taxpayer and his spouse, if either of them

12 has attained the age of 65 before the close of the taxable

13 year, or

14 "(2) any dependent described in subsection (a)

15 (1)(A)."

16 (b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made by sub-

17 section (a) shall apply to taxable years beginning after

18 December 31, 1969.

* * * * *
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11 Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Administra-
12 tive Provisions

* * * * *
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21 SEC. 944. REPORTING OF MEDiCAL PAYMENTS.

22 (a) IN GENERAL.—Sub part B of part III of subchapter

23 A of chapter 61 (relating to information concerning trans-
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1 actions with other persons) is amended by adding after sec-

2 tion 6050 (as added b'j section 121 (e)) the following new

3 section:

4 "SEC. 6050A. RETURNS REGARDING PAYMENTS TO SUP-

5 PLIERS OF MEDICAL AND HEALTH CARE

6 SERVICES AND GOODS.

7 "(a) REQUIREMENT OF REPORTING.—E Very person

8 who during any calendar year—

9 "(1) makes any payment to a supplier of medical

10 and health care services or goods for medical and health

care services or goods rendered, furnished, or dispensed

12 to an individual by such supplier or by another such

supplier, or

14 "(2) makes any payment to any person in reim

15 bursement for amounts paid or payable to a supplier of

16 medical and health care services or goods for medical

17 and health care services or goods rendered, furnished, or

18 dispensed to an individual by such supplier or by another

19 such supplier,

20 shall, if the aggregate amount of the payments described in

21 paragraph (1) or (2) made during the calendar year to,
22 or in reimbursement of amounts paid or payable to, such

23 supplier is $600 or more, make a return according to the
24 forms or regulations prescribed by the Secretary or his dde-

25 gate, setting forth the total amount of the payments described
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1 in paragraph (1) made to such supplier during the calendar

2 year, and the total amount of the payment$ described in para-

3 graph (2) made during the calendar year in reimbursement

4 for amounts paid or payable to such supplier, and the name

5 and address of such supplier.

6 "(b) ExCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not apply to—

7 "(1) any payment by an individual for medical and

8 health care services or goods rendered, furnished, or dis-

9 pensed to himself or any other individual (other than

10 any such payment made in the conrse of a trade or

11 business),

12 "(2) any payment of wages (as defined in section

13 3401 (a)) with respect to which a statement is made

14 under section 6051,

15 "(3) any payment to an organization—

16 "(A) which is described in section 501 (c) (3)

17 and is exempt from taxation under section 501 (a),

18 or

19 "(B) which is an agency or instrumentality of

20 the United States or of any State or political sub-

21 division thereof,

22 "(4) any payment for goods or services dispensed

23 or supplied by a coninstitutional pharmacy,

24 "(5) any payment to an individual by his attorney

25 or agent made with respect to medical and health care
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1 services or goods rendered, furnished, or dispensed

2 to such individual or any other individual, or

3 "(6) any payment made by any person with respect

4 to which a return is made by any other person.

5 In the case of any payment in settlement of a claim which in-

6 cludes reimbursement for amounts paid or payable to a sup-

7 plier of medical and health care services or goods, subsection

8 (a) (2) shall apply to such payment only to the extent that

9 such amounts paid or payable have been separately identified

10 to the person making such payment.

11 "(c) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN DEDUCTIBLE

12 AMOUNTS.—FOr purposes of subsection (a) (2), if—

13 "(1) a sringle payment is made to any person in

14 reimbursement for amounts paid or payable to two or

15 more suppliers of medical and health care services or

16 goods,

17 "(2) such payment is less than the amounts paid or

18 payable to such suppliers by such person, and

19 "(3) such payment does not separately state the

20 amount paid in reimbursement of the amount paid or

21 payable to each such supplier,

22 such payment shall be treated, under regulations prescribed

23 by the Secretary or his delegate, as made proportionately in

24 reimbursement for the amount paid or payable to each such

25 supplier.
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1 "(d) RETURNS BY GOVERNMENT OFFICERS.—Any re-

2 turn required under subsection (a) with respect to payments

3 made by the United States, any State or political subdivision

4 thereof, or any agency or instrumentality of the foregoing,

5 shall be made by the officers or employees having information

6 as to such payments.

7 "(e) DEFINITION&—FOr purposes of this section.—

8 "(1) MEDICAL AND HEALTH CARE SERVICES AND

9 GOODS.—The term 'medical and health care services or

10 goods' means—

11 "(A) services and goods described in para-

12 graphs (1) through (9) of section 1861 (s) of the

13 Social Security Act, or in paragraphs (1) through

14 (15) of section 1905(a) of such Act,

15 "(B) dentist's services and dental prosthetic

16 devices, and

17 "(0) such other services and goods (similar

18 or related to the services and goods described in sub-

19 paragraphs (A) and (B)) as the Secretary or his

20 delegate may prescribe by regulations.

21 "(2) SUPPLIER OF MEDICAL AND HEALTH CARE

22 SERVICES OR GOODS.—The term 'supplier of medical

23 aid health care services or goods' means any person

24 who—

25 "(A) renders or furnishes to individuals any
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1 medical and health care services described in para-

2 graph (1), or

3 "(B) furnishes, dispenses, sells, or leases to

4 individuals any medical and health care goods de-

5 scribed in paragraph (1).

6 "(f) STATEMENTS To BE FURNiSHED TO PERSONS

7 WITH RESPECT TO WHoi INFORMATION Is FURNISHED.—

8 Every person ma]cing a return under subsection (a) shall

9 furnish to each person whose name is set forth in such return

10 a written statement showing—

11 "(1) the name and address of the person making

12 such return, and

13 "(2) the total amount of payments described in sub-

14 section (a) (1) to the person as shown on such return,

15 and the total amount of payments described in subsection

16 (a) (2) in reinthursement of amounts paid or payable to

17 the person as shown on such return.

18 The written statement required under the preceding sentence

19 shall be furnished to the person on or before January 31 of

20 the year following the calendar year for which the return

21 under subsection (a) was made.

22 "(g) RETENTION OF RECORDS.—Every person making

23 a return under subsection (a) shall—

24 "(1) retain the records and other documents relating

25 to the payments with respect to which such return is
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1 made for such time as the Secretary or his delegate pre-

2 scribes by regulations, and

3 "(2) make such records and documents available to

4 the Secretary or his delegate whenever in the judgment

5 of the Secretary or his delegate such records and doc'u-

6 ments are necessary to the determination of the tax im-

7 posed on any person under subtitle A."

8 (b) CLERICAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

9 (1) The table of sections for subpart B of part III

10 of subchapter A of chapter 61 i$ amended by adding at

11 the end thereof the following new item:

"Sec. 6050A. Returns regarding payments to .up pliers o/
medieal and health care services and gooS."

12 (2) Section 6041 (a) (relating to information at

13 source) is amended by striking out "or 6049 (a) (1)"

14 and inserting in lieu thereof "6049(a) (1), or 6050A

15 (a)".

16 (3) Section 6652(a) (relating to failure to file

17 certain information returns) is amended—

18 (A) by striking out "or" at the end of para-

19 graph (2);

20 (B) by inserting "or" at the end of para-

21 graph (3);

22 (C) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-

23 lowing new paragraph:
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1 "(4) to make a return required by section 6050A (a)

2 (relating to reporting payments made to suppliers of

3 medical and health care services and goods) with respect

4 to payments to, and in reimbursement of amounts paid

5 or payable to, a supplier of medical and health care serv-

6 ices and goods,"; and

7 (D) by striking out "(2) or (3)" and insert-

8 ing in lieu thereof "(2), (3), or (4)".

9 (4) Section 6678 (relating to failure to furnish cer-

10 tam statements) is amended—

11 (A) by inserting "6050A (f) ," before "or 6052

12 (b)"; and

13 (B) by inserting "6050A (a) ," before "or 6052

14 (a)".

15 (c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

16 (1) IN GENERAL.—EXCept as provided in para-

17 graphs (2) and (3), the amendments made by subsec-

18 tions (a) and (b) shall apply with respect to payments

19 made on or after January 1, 1970.

20 (2) CALENDAR YEAR 1969.—Section 605OA of the

21 Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (as added by subsection

22 (a)) shall apply to payments made during the calendar

23 year 1969 under titles V, XVIII, and XIX of the Social

24 Security Act.

25 (3) TIME FOR RETURNS.—Ifl the case of payments
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1 made during calendar year 1969 to which such section

2 6050A applies, the time for filing returns required under

3 subsection (a) of stch section and for furnishing state-

4 ments under subsection (f) of such section shall be the last

5 day of the fourth month which begins after the date of the

6 enactment of this Act.

7 (4) ExISTING AUTHORITY.—The amendments

8 made by this section shall not be construed to affect the

9 authority of the Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate

10 under section 6041 of the Internal Revenue Code of

ii 1954 with respect to payments to suppliers of medical

12 and health care services or goods made during any

13 period before the provisions of section 6050A of such

14 Code (as added by subsection (a)) become applicable to

15 such payments under paragraphs (1) and (2) of this

16 subsection.

17 (d) AI1IENDMENT TO SOCIAL SECURITY A CT.—

18 (1) KEEPING OF RECORDS REGARDING MEDICARE

19 AND MEDICAID PAYMENT&—Tjtle XI of the Social Se-

20 curity Act is amended by adding after section 1121 the

21 following new section:

22 "RECORDS WITH RESPECT TO MEDiCAL AND HEALTH

23 CARE iTEMS AND SERVICES

24 "SEC. 1122. (a) It shall be the duty of the Secretary
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1 to compile, keep, and maintain, such records as may be neces-

2 sary accurately to indicate—

3 "(1) the identity (by name, address, medical or

4 health care specialty, and such other identifying criteria

5 as may be appropriate) of each person who, during the

6 calendar year, furnishes medical or health care items or

7 services to any individual and the number of individuals

8 to whom such items or services were furnished by such

9 person during such year, if all or any port of the cost or

10 charge attributable to the provision, of such items or serv-

ices is payable under a program established by title

12 XVIII or under any program or project under or estab-

13 lished pursuant to this title, title V, or title XIX; and

14 "(2) with respect to each person referred to in para-

15 graph (1), the aggregate of the amounts of the costs or

16 charges attributable, under each program or project re-

17 ferred to in such paragraph, to medical or health care

18 items or services furnished, during the calendar year,

19 by such person to individuals under such programs and

20 projects (including, in the aggregate amount of costs or

21 charges so attributable, the amounts paid to individuals

22 by reason or on account of the furnishing by such person

23 of such items or services to such individuals).

24 "(b) (1) In order to carry out the provisions of subsec-

25 tion (a), the Secretary shall require persons, agencies, or
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1 agents (including carriers and intermediaries utilized under

2 title XVIII and fiscal agents and insurers utilized under any

3 program established under or pursuant to title V or XIX) ad-

4 ministering, or assisting in the administration of, any pro-

5 gram or project referred to in subsection (a) (1) to collect,

6 and submit to the Secretary at such time or times as the Secre-

7 tary may require, such data and information as the Secre-

8 tary may deem necessary or appropriate. Such persons,

9 agents, carriers, intermediaries, fiscal agents, and insurers

10 shall utilize, in supplying the data and information provided

11 for in the preceding sentence, the identifying numbers required

12 under paragraph (2) as the basic means of identifying per-

13 sons referred to in subsection (a) (1).

14 "(2) The Secretary shall require, for purposes of iden-

15 tifying the persons referred to in subsection (a) (1), the em-

16 ployment of the identifying numbers utilized on returns re-

17 quired with respect to payments to such persons pursuant

18 to section 6050A of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

19 "(c) (1) The Secretary shall submit to the Committee

20 on Finance of the Senate and the Committee on Ways and

21 Means of the House of Representatives with respect to each

22 calendar year, beginning with the calendar year ending De-

23 cember 31, 1969, a report indicating the name, address, and

24 medical or health care specialty of each person who, during

25 such year, furnished medical or health care items or services
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1 to individuals the costs of or charges for which give rise to

2 payments under one or more of the programs or projects

3 referred to in subsection (a) (1) of $25,000 or more. Such

4 report shall indicate the amount of payments under each of

5 such programs or projects attributable to such items or serv-

6 ices furnished during such year by each such person and the

7 number of individuals to whom such items or services were

8 furnished by such person during such year.

9 "(2) Such report for the calendar year ending De-

10 cember 31, 1969, shall be submitted not later than June 30,

11 1970, and such report for each succeeding calendar year

12 shall be submitted not later than June 30 of the following

13 calendar year."

14 (2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made by

15 paragraph (1) shall be effective with respect to calendar

16 years beginning after December 31, 1968.

* * * * *
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* * * * *

18 SEC. 946. DECLARATIONS OF ESTIMATED TAX BY

19 FARMERS.

20 (a) RETURN AS DECLARATION OR AMENDMENT.—

21 Section 6015(f) (relating to return considered as declaration

22 or amendment) is amended ly striking out "February 1.5"

23 and inserting in lieu thereof "March 15".

24 (b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made by sub-



576

1 section (a) shall apply with respect to taxable years beginning

2 after December 31, 1968.



* * * * *

16 TITLE X—INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

17 SHORT TITLE

18 SEC. 1001. This title may be cited as the "Social

19 Security Amendments of 1969".

20 INCREASE IN OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY

21 INSURANCE BENEFITS

22 SEC. 102. (a) Section 215(a) of the Social Securitq

23 Act is amended by striking out the table and inserting in lieu

24 thereof the following:
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"TABLE FOR DETERMININO PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND
MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

"I

(Primary insurance benefit under
1939 Act, as modified)

II

(Primary
insurance
amount
under

1967 Act)

III

(Average monthly wage)

IV

(Primary
insurance
amount)

V

(Maximum
family

benefits)

If an individuals primary insurance
benefit (as determined under subsec.
(d)) is—

But
At not

least— more
than—

Or his
primary

insurance
amount (as
determined

under
subsec. (c))

is—

Or hw average monthly wage
(as determined under
auboec. (b)) s— The amount

referred to
in the

preceding
paragraphs

of this
subsection
shall be—

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
onthe basis
of his wages

and self-
employment

Income
shall be—

—_________

At
least—

But
not

more
than—

$85.90 $141 $190.00 $150.90
or less

$30.37 80.92 87.9.) $142 146 1(X). 30 150.50

30.93 31.36 88.40 147 150 101.70 158.60
51.37 32(X) 89.50 151 155 103.(X) 154.50
32.01 32.60 90.89 156 160 104.50 156.80
32.61 83.20 92.61) 161 164 106.80 158.70

88.81 38.88 93.80 165 169 107.9) 160.80
83.89 84.50 94.40 170 174 108.60 162.90

34.51 85.00 95.60 175 178 110,00 185,90
35.01 85,9) 98.9) 179 183 111.40 187.10
35.81 36.40 98.90 184 188 112.70 169.10
86.41 37.08 99,80 189 193 114.20 171,80
37.09 37.60 190.50 194 197 115,60 173,40
37.61 38,9) 101.60 198 202 116.90 175.40
88.21 39.12 102.90 203 207 118.40 177,60

89.13 39.68 104.10 208 211 119.30 179.70

$9.69 40.38 105.20 212 216 121.00 181.50
40.34 41.12 106.50 217 221 128.50 183,80

41.1$ 41.76 107.70 222 226 123.90 185.90
41.77 42.44 108,90 226 230 125.20 188(1)

42.45 43.20 110.10 281 235 126.70 190,10
43.21 43.76 111.40 288 239 128.20 192.50

43.77 44.44 112.60 240 244 129.50 195.20
44.45 44.88 113.70 245 249 180.80 199,20
44.89 45.60 115.00 250 253 132.30 202.40

116.20 254 258 133.70 206.40
117.30 259 265 134.90 210.40
118.60 264 267 136.40 213.60
119.80 268 272 137.80 217.60
121.00 273 277 139.20 221,60
122.20 278 281 140.60 224.80
123.40 282 286 142.00 228,80
124. 70 287 291 143.50 232.80
125.80 892 295 144.70 238.00
127.10 296 300 146.20 240.00
128.30 501 505 147.60 244.00
129.41) 306 509 148.90 247.20
130.70 310 314 150.40 251.20
151.90 316 519 151.70 256.20
133.90 320 523 163.00 258.40
134.30 324 828 154.50 262.40
135.50 329 355 155.90 266.40
138.80 854 537 167.40 269.60
157.90 338 342 158.60 273.80
139.10 343 347 160.00 277.60
140.40 348 361 161.60 220.9)
141.60 552 358 162.80 284.80
148.30 357 361 184.30 288.80
144,00 362 386 166.60 292.00
145.10 566 570 166.90 296.00
146.40 371 375 168.40 300.00
147.60 378 379 169.30 803.20
148.90 380 384 171,30 397.20
150.00 385 389 172.50 311.20
161.20 390 393 178.90 314.40
152.50 394 398 175.40 318.40
153.60 899 403 178.70 328.40
154.90 404 407 178.20 326.60
158.00 408 412 179.40 829.60
157.10 415 417 130.70 833.60
168.20 418 421 182.00 538.80
169,40 422 426 783.40 340.30
16050 427 431 184.60 544. 80
161.60 482 486 185.90 348.80
162.80 437 440 187.30 360.40
188.90 441 445 188.50 352.40
165.00 446 450 189.80 354.40
168.20 451 454 191.20 356.00
167.80 455 449 192.40 358.00
168.40 460 464 193.70 380.00
169.50 465 468 195,00 561.60
170.70 469 473 198.40 863.60
171.80 474 478 197.60 366.60
172.90 479 482 198.90 867,20
174.10 483 487 200.30 369.20
175.20 488 492 201.50 871.20
178.30 498 498 202. 80 372. 80
177.50 497 501 204,20 374.80
178.60 502 606 206.40 376. 80
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"TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND
MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued

"I II

(Primary
(Primary Insurance benefit under insurance

1959 Act, as modified) amount
under

1967 Act)

III IV

(Primary
(Average monthly wage) insurance

amount)

V

(Maximum
family

benefits)

If an individual's primary insurance
benetit (08 determined under subsec.
(d)) is— Or his

primary
insurance

amount (as
determined

under
subsec. (c))

is—

Or his average monthly wage
(as determined under
subsec. (b)) is—

I

But
At not

least— more
than—

The amount
referred to

in the
preceding

paragraphs
of this

subsection
shall be—

And the
maximum
amount of

benefils
payable (as
provided in
sec. 205(a))
on the basis
of his wages

and self-
employment

tncome
ahail be—

At
least—

Bud
not

more
than—

$179. 70
180.80
182.00
183.10
184.20
185.40
186.50
187.60
188.80
189.90
191(X)
192.00
195.00
194.00
195.00
196.00
197. 00
198.00
199.00
200(1)
201.00
202.00
203.00
204.00
205.00
206.00
207.00
208.00
209.00
210.00
211.00
212.00
215.00
214.00
215.00
218.00
217.00
218.00

$507
511
518
521
525
550
555
559
544
549
554
557
561
564
668
571
675
578
582
586
689
592
596
699
605
606
610
615
617
621
624
628
631
655
658
642
645
849

$510
515
520
524
529
534
538
543
548
555
556
560
565
567
570
574
577
581
584
588
591
595
598
802
605
609
612
618
620
625
627
850
654
657
641
844
648
650

$208. 70
208.00
209.50
210.60
211.90
213.50
214.50
215.80
217.20
218.40
219.70
220.80
222.00
223.10
224.30
225. 40
226.60
227. 70
228.90
230.00
231.20
232.30
253.50
234.60
235.80
258.90
258.10
238.20
240.40
241.50
242.70
240.80
245.00
240.10
247.50
248.40
249.60
250.70

$578.40
580.40
382.40
384.00
586.00
388.00
589.60
391.60
893.60
395.60
896.80
598.40
399.60
401.20
402.40
404.00
406.20
408. 80
408.00
409.60
410.80
412. 40
418.60
415.20
416.40
418.00
419.20
420.80
422.40
425.60
425. 20
426.40
428.00
429.20
450.80
432.00
405.60
484.40".

1 (b) Section' 203(a) of such Act is amended by striking

2 out paragraph ('2) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

3 "(2) when two or more persons were entitled

4 (without the application of section 202(j) (1) and sec-

5 tion 223(b)) to monthly benefits under section 202

6 or 223 for January 1970 on the basis of the wages and

7 self-employment income of such insured individual and

8 at least one such person was so entitled for December

9 1969 on the basis of such wages and self-employment
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1 income, such total of benefits for January 1970 or any

2 subsequent month shall not be reduced to less than the

3 larger of—

4 "(A) the amount determined under this sub-

5 section without regard to this paragraph, or

6 "(B) an amount equal to the sum of the

7 amounts derived by multiplying the benefit amount

8 determined under this title (includ'ing this subsec-

9 tion, but without the application of section 222(b),

10 section 202(q), and subsections (b), (c), and (d)

11 of this section), as in effect prior to January 1970,

12 for each such person for such month, by 115 percent

13 and raising each such increased amount, if it is not

14 a multiple of $0.10, to the next higher multiple of

15 $0.10;

16 but in any such case (i) paragraph (1) of this sub-

17 section shall not be applied to such total of benefits after

18 the application of subparagraph (B), and (ii) if sec-

19 tion 202(k) (2) (A) was applicable in the case of any

20 such benefits for January 1970, and ceases to apply

21 after such month, the provisions of subparagraph (B)

22 shall be applied, for and after the month in which section

23 202(k) (2) (A) ceases to apply, as though paragraph

HJt. 13270 39
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1 (1) had not been applicable to such total of benefits for

2 January 1970, or".

3 (c) Section 215(b)(4) of such Act is amended by

4 striking out "January 1968" each time it appears and insert-

5 in9 in lieu thereof "December 1969".

6 (d) Section 215(c) of such Act is amended to read

7 as follows:

8 "Primary Insurance Amount Under 1967 Act

9 "(c) (1) For the purposes of column II of the table

10 appearing in subsection (a) of this section, an individual's

11 primary insurance amount shall be computed on the basis

12 of the law in effect prior to the enactment of the Social

13 Security Amendments of 1969.

14 "(2) The provisions of this subsection shall be appli-

15 cable only in the case of an individual who became entitled

16 to benefits under section 202(a) or section 223 before Jan-

17 uary 1970, or who died before such month."

18 (e) The amendments made by this section shall apply

19 with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the Social

20 Security Act for months after December 1969 and with re-

21 spect to lump-sum death payments under such title in the

22 case of deaths occurring after December 1969.

23 (f) If an individual was entitled to a disability insur-

24 ance benefit under section 223 of the Social iSecurity Act for

25 December 1969 and became entitled to old-age insurance
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1 benefits under section 202(a) of such Act for January 1970,

2 or he died in such month, then, for purposes of section 215

3 (a) (4) of the Social Security Act (if applicable), the

4 amount in column JV of the table appearing in such section

5 215(a) for such individual shall be the amount in such

6 column on the line on which in column II appears his pri-

7 mary insurance amount (as determined under section 215

8 (c) of such Act) instead of the amount in column IV equal

9 to the primary insurance amount on which his disability

10 insurance benefit is based.

11 INCREASE IN BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS AGE 7

12 AND OVER

13 SEC. 1003. (a) (1) Section 227(a) of the Social Security

14 Act is amended by striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu

15 thereof "$46," and by striking out "$20" and inserting in

16 lieu thereof "$23".

17 (2) Section 227(b) of such Act is amended by striking

18 out in the second sentence "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof

19 "$46".

20 (b) (1) Section 228(b) (1) of such Act is amended

21 by striking mit "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$46".

22 (2) Section 228(b) (2) of• such Act is amended by

23 striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$46", and

24 by striking out "$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$23".
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1 (3) Section 228(c) (2) of such Act is amended by

2 striking out "$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "23".

3 (4) Section 228(c) (3) (A) of such Act is amended

4 by striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$4T'.

5 (ô) Section 228(c) (3) (B) of such Act is amended

6 by striking out "$20" and in inserting in lieu thereof "$23".

7 (c) The amendments made by subsections (a) and (b)

8 shall cippiy with respect to monthly benefits under title

9 II of the Social Security Act for months after December

10 196.9.

11 MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF A WIFE'S OF HUSBAND'S

12 INSURANCE BENEFiTS

13 SEC. 1004. (a) Section 202(b) (2) of the Social Secu-

14 rity Act is amended to read as follows:

15 "(2) Except as provided in subsection (q), such wife's

16 insurance benefit for each month shall be equal to one-half

17 of the primary insurance amount of her husband (or, in the

18 ease of a divorced wife, her former husband) for such

19 month."

20 (b) Section 202(c) (3) of such Act is amended to

21 read as follows:

22 "(3) Except as provided in subsection (q), such hus-

23 band's insurance benefit for each month shall be equal to

24 one-half of the primary insurance amount of his wife for

25 such month."



613

1 (c) Sections 202(e) (4) and 202(f) (5) of such Act

2 are each amended by striking out "whichever of the follow-

3 ing is the smaller: (A) one-half of the primary insurance

4 amount of the deceased individual on whose wages and

5 self-employment income such benefit is based, or (B)

6 $105" and inserting in lieu thereof "one-half of the primary

7 insurance amount of the deceased individual on whose

8 wages and self-employment income such benefit is based".

9 (d) The amendments made by subsections (a), (b),

10 and (c) shall apply with respect to monthly benefits under

title II of the Social Security Act for months after Decem-

12 ber 1969.

13 ALLOCATION TO DISABILITY iNSURANCE TRUST FUND

14
SEc. 1005. (a) Section 201 (b) (1) of the Social Secu-

rity Act is amended by—

(1) striking out "and" at the end of clause (B);
17 (2) striking out "1967, and so reported," and

18
inserting in lieu thereof the following: "1967, and before

19
January 1, 197, and so reported, and (D) 1.10 per

20
cen turn ot the wages (as so defined) paid after Dccciii-

21
ber 31, 1969, and so reported,".

22
(b) Section 201 (b) (2) of such Act is amended by—

::
(1) striking out "and" at the end of clause (B);

(2) striking out "1967," and inserting in lieu

25
thereof the following: "1967, and before January 1,
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1 1970, and (D) 0.825 of 1 per centum of the amount

2 of self-employment income (as so defined) so reported

3 for any taxable year beginning after December 31,

4 1969,".

5 iNCREASE IN WAGE BASE

6 SEC. 1006. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision

7 of law, beginning with years beginning after December 31,

8 1972, the earnings counted for benefit and tax purposes

9 under titles II and XTTIII of the Social Security Act and

10 appropriate sections of the Internal Revenue Code shall be

11 increased from $7,800 to $12,000.

12 (b) The Secretar, of Health, Education, and Welfare iS

13 directed to modify the table in section 215(a) of the Social

14 Security Act to include benefits, consistent with the formula

15 underlying the benefits in section 215(a), for average

16 monthly wages greater than $650 but less than or equal to

17 $1,000.

18 DISREGARDING OASDI BENEFIT INCREASES TO THE EXTENT

19 ATTRiBUTABLE TO RETROACTIVE EFFECTIVE DATES

20 SEC. 1007. Notwithstanding any other provision of law,

21 there shall be excluded in determining the income of any

22 individual or family for purposes of title 1, IV, X, XIV,

23 or XVI of the Social Security Act (in addition to any other

24 amounts so excluded or disregarded) any amount paid to

25 such individual in any month under title II of such Act (or
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1 under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 by reason of

2 the firt proviso in section 3(e) thereof), otherwise than as

3 the regular monthly payment due such individual for the

4 preceding month, to the extent that such payment is attrib-

5 utable to an increase under this title or a subsequent Act

6 (resulting from the enactment of a retroactive general in-

7 crease in primary insurance amounts under such title II) in

8 the amount of the monthly benefits payable under the old-age,

9 survivors, and disability insurance system for one or more

10 months before the month in which such payment is received.

11 DISREGARDING OF INCOME iN DETERMINiNG NEED FOR

12 PUBLiC ASSISTANCE

13 SEC. 1008. (a) In addition to the requirements imposed

14 by law as a condition of approval of a State plan to provide

15 aid or assistance in the form of money payments to mdi-

16 viduals under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social

17 Security Act, there is hereby imposed the requirement that—

18 (1) in determining need of any adult individual for

19 such 'aid or assistance, the State agency administering

20 or supervising the administration of such plan shall

21 disregard $7.50 per month of income of such individual,

22 and

23 (2) (A) each individual receiving such aid or

24 assistance for any month shall realize an increase in the

25 amount of his benefit in the form of money payments of
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1 $7.i50 per 'month, whether such increase is brought about

2 by reason of the application of clause (1) or otherwise,

3 and

4 (B) in the administration of any such plan, there

5 shall be used for the purpose of providing the increased

6 benefits required by subclause (A), an amount equal

7 to any savings realized in the provision of such bene-

8 fits by reason of the enactment, in this title, of any pro-

9 vision increasing the amount of monthly benefits payable

10 to individuals under title ii of the Social Security Act.

11 (b) if, as a result of the application of the requirements

12 imposed in clauses (1) and (2) of subsection (a), any

13 State incurs, in the operation of its State plan (referred to

11 in subsection (a)) for any calendar quarter, expense in

15 excess of the amount of expense it would have incurred if

16 such requirements had not been applied, then, it shall be

17 entitled to be paid, out of any money appropriated by the

18 Federal Government to assist the State in carrying out such

19 plan, an additional amount equal to the amount of such

20 excess.

21 (c) Any additional amount to which a State is entitled

22 under subsection (b) with respect to a State plan (referred

23 to in subsection (a)) shall be made in accordance with the

24 same methods, and otherwise in like manner, as are the pay-
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1 ments which such State is entitled to receive with respect to

2 such plan under other provisions of Federal law.

3 TITLE XI—A MENDMENTS TO
4 THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

5
SHORT TITLE

6 SEC. 1101. This title may be cited as the "Social Secu-

rity Retirement Age Amendments of 1969".

s ACTUARILY REDUCED BENEFITS

9 SEC. 1102. (a) (1) Section 202(a) (2) of the Social

10 Security Act is amended by striking out "62" wherever it

appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof "60".

12 (2) Section 202(b) (1) of such Act is amended by

13 striking out "62" wherever it appears therein and inserting

1.4 in lieu thereof "60".

15 (3) Section 202(c) (1) and (2) of such Act is

16 amended by striking out "62" wherever it appears therein

17 and inserting in lieu thereof "60".

18 (4) (A) Section 202(f) (1) (B), (2), (5), and (6)

19 is amended by striking out "62" wherever it appears therein

20 and inserting in lieu thereof "60".

21 (B) Section 202(f) (1) (C) of such Act is amended

22 by striking out "or was entitled" and inserting in lieu thereof

23 "or was entitled, after attainment of age 62,".

24 (5) (A) Section 202(h) (1) (A) of such Act is
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1 amended by striking out "62" and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "60".

3 (B) Section 202(h) (2) (A) of such Act is amended

4 by inserting "subsection (q) and" after "Except as pro-

5 vided in".

6 (C) Section 202(h) (2) (B) of such Act is amended

7 by inserting "subsection (q) and" after "except as pro-

8 vided in".

9 (D) Section 202(h) (2) (C) of such Act is amended

10 by—

11 (i) striking out "shall be equal" and inserting in

12 lieu thereof "shall, except as provided in subsection (q),

13 be equal"; and

14 (ii) inserting "and section 202(q)" after "section

15 203(a)".

16 (b) (1) The first sentence of section 202(q) (1) of such

17 Act is amended (A) by striking out "husband's, widow's,

18 or widower's" and inserting in lieu thereof "husband's,

19 widow's, widower's, or parent's", and (B) by striking

20 out, in subparagraph (A) thereof, "widow's or widower's"

21 and inserting in lieu thereof "widow's, widower's, or

22 parent's".

23 (2) (A) Section 202(q) (3) (A) of such Act is

24 amended (i) by striking out "husband's, widow's, or widow-
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1 er's" each place it appears therein and inserting in lieu

2 thereof "husband's, widow's, widower's, or parent's",

3 (ii) by striking out "age 62" and inserting in lieu thereof

4 "age 60", and (iii) by striking out "wife's or husband's"

5 and inserting in lieu thereof "wife's, husband's, or parent's".

6 (B) Section 202(q) (3) (B) of such Act is amended

7 by striking out "or husband's" each place it appears therein

8 and inserting in lieu thereof ", husband's, widow's, widow-

9 er's, or parent's".

10 (C) Section 202(q) (3) (C) is amended by striking

11 out "or widower's" each place it appears therein and in-

12 serting in lieu thereof "widower's, or parent's".

13 (D) Section 202(q) (3) (D) of such Act is amended

14 by striking out "or widower's" and inserting in lieu thereof

15 "widower's, or parent's".

16 (E) Section 202(q) (3) (E) of such Act is amended

17 (i) by striking out "(or would, but for subsection (e) (1)

18 in the case of a wioow or surviving divorced wife or sub-

19 section (f) (1) in the case of a widower, be) entitled to a

20 widow's or widower's insurance benefit to which such in-

21 dividual was first entitled for a month before she or he"

22 and inserting in lieu thereof "(or would, but for subsection

23 (e) (1), (f) (1), or (h) (1), be) entitled to a widow's,

24 widower's, or parent's insurance benefit to which such in-

25 dividual was first entitled for a month before such individ-
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1 ual", (ii) by striking out "the amount by which such

2 widow's or widower's insurance benefit" and inserting in

3 lieu thereof "the amount by which such widow's, widower's,

4 or parent's insurance benefit", (iii) by striking out "over

5 such widow's or widower's insurance benefit". and inserting

6 in lieu thereof "over such widow's, widower's, or parent's

7 insurance benefit", and (iv) by striking out "attained re-

8 tirement age" each place it appears therein and inserting

9 in lieu thereof "attained age 60 (in the case of a widow or

10 widower) or attained retirement age (in the case of a

11 parent)".

12 (F) Section 202(q) (3) (F) of such Act is amended

13 (i) by striking out "(or would, but for subsection (e) (1)

14 in the case of a widow or surviving divorced wife or sub-

15 section (f) (1) in the case of a widower, be) entitled to

16 a widow's or widower's insurance benefit to which such

17 individual was first entitled for a month before she or he"

18 and inserting in lieu thereof "(or would, but for subsection

iS (e) (1), (f) (1), or (h) (1), be) entitled to a widow's,

20 widower's, or parent's insurance benefit for which such in-

21 dividual was first entitled for a month before such individ-

22 ual", (ii) by striking out "the amount by which such

23 widow's or widower's insurance benefit' and insertinq in

2 lieu thereof "the amount by which such widow's, widower's,

25 or parent's insurance benefit", (iii) by striking out "over
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1
such widow's insurance benefit" and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "over such widow's, widower's, or parent's insurance bene-

3 fit", (iv) by striking out "62" a.nd inserting in lieu thereof

"60", and (v) by striking out "attained retirement age"

each place it appçars therein and inserting in lieu thereof

6 "attained age 60 (in the case of a widow or widower) or

attained retirement age (in the case of a parent)".

8 (G) Section 202(q) (3) (0) of such Act is amended

9 by striking out "62" and inserting in lieu thereof "60".

10 (3) Section 202(q) (5) (B) of such Act is amended

ii by striking out "62" and inserting in lieu thereof "60".

12 (4) Section 202(q) (6) of such Act is amended (i)

13 by striking out "husband's, widow's, or widower's" and in-

14 serting in lieu thereof "husband's, widow's, widower's, or

15 parent's", and (ii) by striking out, in clause (III), "wid-

16 ow's or widower's" and inserting in lieu thereof "widow's,

17 widower's, or parent's".

18 (5) Section 202(q) (7) of such Act is amended—

19 (A) by striking out "husband's, widow's, or wid-

20 ower's" and inserting in lieu thereof "husband's, wid-

21 ow's, widower's, or parent's"; and

22 (B) by striking out, in subparagraph (E),

23 "widow's or widower's" and inserting in lieu thereof

24 "widow's, widower's, or parent's".
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1 (6) Section 202(q) (9) of such Act is amended by

2 striking out "widow's or widower's" and inserting in lieu

3 thereof "widow's, widower's, or parent's".

4 (c) (1) The heading to section 202(r) of such Act is

5 amended by striking out "Wife's or Husband's" and insert-

6 ing in lieu thereof "Wife's, Husband's, Widow's, Widower's,

7 or Parent's".

8 (2) (A) Section 202(r) (1) of such 4ct is amended

9 (i) by striking out "wife's or husband's" the first place it

10 appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof "wife's, hus-

11 band's, widow's, widower's, or parent's", and (ii) by insert-

12 ing immediately before the period at the end thereof the fol-

13 lowing: ", or for widow's, widower's, or parent's insurance

14 benefits but only if such first month occurred before such in di-

15 vidual attained age 62".

16 (B) Section 202(r) (2) of such Act is amended by

17 striking out "wife's or husband's" and inserting in lieu
18 thereof "wife's, husband's, widow's, widower's, or parent's".

19 (d) Section 214(a) (1) of such Act is amended by
20 striking out subparagraph (A), by redesignating subpara-
21 graphs (B) and (C) as subparagraphs (C) and (D), re-

22 spectively, and by inserting the following new sub para-
23 graphs (A) and (B).•
24 "(A) in the case of a woman who has died, the
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1 year in which she died or (if earlier) the year in which

2 she attained age 62,

3 "(B) in the case of a woman who has not died,

4 the year in which she attained (or would attain) age

5 62,".

6 (e) (1) Section 215(b) (3) of such Act is amended

7 by striking out subparagraph (A), by redesignating sub-

8 paragraphs (B) and (C) as subparagraphs (C) and (D),

9 respectively, and by inserting the following new paragraphs

10 (A) and (B):

11 "(A) in the case of a woman who has died, the

12 year in which she died, or, if it occurred earlier but

13 after 1960, the year in which she attained age 62,

14 "(B) in the case of a woman who has not died,

15 the year occurring after 1960 in which she attained (or

16 would attain) age 62,".

17 (2) Section 215(f) (5) of such Act is amended (A)

18 by inserting after "attained age 65," the following: "or in

19 the case of a woman who became entitled to such benefits and

20 died before the month in which she attained age 62,"; (B)

21 by striking out "his" each place it appears therein and

22 inserting in lieu thereof "his or her"; and (C) by striking

23 out "he" each place after the first place it appears therein

24 and inserting in lieu thereof "he or she".

25 (f) (1) Section 216(b) (3) (A) of such Act is amend-
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1 ed by striking out "62" and inserting in lieu thereof "60".

2 (2) Section 216(c) (6) (A) of such Act is amended

3 by striking out "62" and inserting in lieu thereof "60".

4 (3) Section 216(f) (3) (A) of such Act is amended

5 by striking out "62" and inserting in lieu thereof "60".

6 (4) Section 216(g) (6) (A) of such Act is amended

7 by striking out "62" and inserting in lieu thereof "60".

8 (g) (1) Section 202(q) (5) (A) of such Act is

9 amended by striking out "No wife's insurance benefit" and

10 inserting in lieu thereof "No wife's insurance benefit to

11 which a wife is entitled".

12 (2) Section 202(q) (5) (C) of such Act is amended

13 by striking out "woman." and inserting in lieu thereof "wife".

14 (3) Section 202(q) (6) (A) (i) (II)' of such Act is
15 amended (A) by striking out "wife's insurance benefit"

16 and inserting in lieu thereof "wife's insurance benefit to

17 which a wife is entitled", and (B) by striking out "or" at

18 the end and inserting in lieu thereof the following: "or in

19 the case of a wife's insurance benefit to which a divorced

20 wife is entitled, with the first day of the first month for
21 which such individual is entitled to such benefit, or".

22 (4) Section 202(q) (7) (B) of such Act is amended
23 by striking out "wife's insurance benefits" and inserting in

24 lieu thereof "wife's insurance benefits to which a wife is

25 entitled".
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1 (h) Section 224(a) of such Act is amended by striking

2 out "62" and inserting in lieu thereof "60".

3 EFFECTIVE DATE

4 SEC. 1103. The amendments made by section 1102 of

5 this title shall apply with respect to monthly benefits under

6 title II of the Social Security Act for months after the month

7 in which the President issues a proclamation that he has

8 determined that it is desirable to expand consumer purchasing

9 power by making additional persons eligible to receive social

10 security benefits.

11 AMENDMENT OF CIViL SERVICE RETIREMENT ACT

12 SEC. 1104. Section 8332(j) of title 5 of the United

13 States Code is amended by striking "individual, widow," in

14 the first sentence and substituting in lieu thereof "individual

15 is at least 62 years of age, or if his widow"

* * * * *
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Passed the Senate December 11, 19G9.

Attest: FRANCIS IL VALEO,
Secretary.
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* * * * *

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is re-
quested, a bill of the House of the follow-
mg title

H.. 13270. An act to reform the Income
tax laws.

The message also announced that the
Senate Insists upon its amendments to
the bill (HR. 13270) entitled "An act
to reform the income tax laws, re-
quests a conference with the House
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. Lorc,
Mr. ANOERSON, Mr. GORE, Mr. TALMADGE,
Mr. BENNETT, Mr. CURTIS and Mr. MILLER
tc be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

* * * * *
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APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 13270, TAX REFORM ACT OF
1969

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker's
table the bill (H.R,. 13270) to reform the
income tax laws, the so-called Tax Re-
form Act of 1969, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence requested by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Arkansas?

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and I do not object
at this time, I would like .to reserve the
right to offer a preferential motion in
which I would urge that the conferees or
the managers on the part of the House
be instructed with respect to increasing
exemptions and insisting on the House
provisions on the oil and gas depletion
allowances.

Mr. Speaker, will such a preferential
motion be In order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It will be
If the unanimous-consent request on the
conference is agreed to.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Arkansas?

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object. I might for the in-
formation of the gentleman from Ohio
and the House membership state that by
reason of the broadcast of the President
last Monday night, telling maybe millions
of people that he was going to veto the
15-percent raise in social security if It
came before him and also that he was
going to veto the $200 tax exemption
raise I called a special meeting of the
Democratic Steering Committee today. I
received expressions of so much con-
sternation and complaint by the Mem-
bers on this side of the aisle and a great
deal of criticism of the broadcast
especially where the President referred to
a veto these bread and butter issues, we
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Democratic Members became alarmed.
Approximately 25,500,000 recipients of
social security over the Nation also be-
came alarmed at that threat, and mil-
lions upon millions of wage earners and
salary earners who are paying big taxes,
were also shocked. As chairman of the
Democratic Steering Committee and be-
cause of the pressure of the Members on
this side I called a special meeting of the
committee this afternoon during which
this veto matter was taken up.

Mr. Speaker, I will read the resolution
that was adopted—almost unanimously
with the exception of one vote:

Resolved, That the House Democratic
Steering Committee hereby endorses and rec-
ommends enactment of proposed legislation
providing for a $200 increase in the per-
sonal income tax execption, to the House Tax
Reform Ri!! and a 15 percent increase in
Social Security Insurance System benefits
effective as of January 1, 1970.

RAY J. MADDEN,
Chairman,

House Democratic Steering Committee.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

December 11, 1969
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Along with my colleagues, I have a

great stake in the adoption of a fair
and equitable tax bill. It would be my
hope that it might not have to be done
again next year—or in the next session—
or in the next Congress.

If we can truly make this a tax reform
bill—if we can truly provide a more
equitable tax on those who have had
unfair preference—if we can truly pro-
vide tax relief to those most deserving—
our work may prevent the taxpayers'
revolt which former Secretary of the
Treasury Joe Barr said would soon
occur.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. VANIK. I am happy to yield to my
distinguished chairman.

Mr. MILLS. I would much prefer, of
course, at all times not to go to a con-
ference under instructions, but if I were
going to this conference i.mder instruc-
tions from my colleagues in the House
there are many, many items I would
have Included in such a motion which
the gentleman does not include in his
motion. I believe that the instructions of
my colleagues in the House should be to
the conferees—at least to me as a con-
feree—that I fight as hard in the con-
ference to preserve what the House
passed as I, along with my colleagues on
the committee, fought to develop the bill
initially in the committee and to pass it
in the House.

I think my friend from Ohio has been
on the Ways and Means Committee long
enough to know that I do not like to la-
bor in futility—work and work as hard
as we did—and then in conference capit-
ulate. I do not like to ask the Members
of the House to go up the hill with us
and take all of the heat we have taken
with respect to the provisions in this bill
and then ask my colleagues to march
down the hill. I have never done that to
you and I do not intend to do it now.

And, Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman
will yield further—

Mr. VANIK. I am happy to yield fur-
ther to my distinguished chairman,

Mr. MILLS. When I go to a confer-
ence I consider myself pledged when I
get to conference to uphold the position
of the House, not my position, but the
position of the House. The position of
the House in this instance is the bill that
the House passed by such an overwhelm-
ing vote. We set out as the gentleman
knows to do something in each area that
provided a tax shelter, and we did. Some
of those areas have been amended in a
way that I do not like. Some of them, I
understand from talking to our people
who have followed their actions over
there, have been improved actually by
the other body, because I understand in
some areas they expressed interest in
strengthening tax reform provisions and
in the development of additional reve-
nue. So, you can see that there were some
good amendments adopted.

Now, we will analyze those amend-
ments and those that we believe are de-
structive of the bill, we will fight. I think
I can assure the gentleman that is the
feeling of all of those who will be con-
ferees—I have worked with too many of
them too long not to feel that all of us
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will be in there fighting as hard as we
can fight to retain in the conference re-
port as much of the House bill as any-
one can. Furthermore, the House will
have an opportunity to see the confer-
ence report and, since the conference has
been asked for by them, the report will
be considered first here and if it does not
meet with the approval of our col-
leagues, we can recommit it to the con-
ference.

So, I would like that degree of flexibil-
ity which I think we need more in this
conference than any other conference I
can remember ever having attended.

I would hope that my good friend, in
light of this and the statement I have
made and knowing of the work we did in
the committee, and my intention to up-
hold that work, would withdraw his mo-
tion to instruct the conferees.

Mr. VANIK. Would the gentleman in-
dicate whether or not we can expect tax
relief by way of increased exemptions,
because that matter was not considered
in our committee?

Mr. MILLS. We did not take that topic
up in the Committee on Ways and Means,
as the gentleman knows. We preferred
in the committee by a vote—I have f or-
gotten what the vote was—to do it by
rate reductions. The Senate on the other
hand has preferred to do it by an in-
crease in personal exemption.

I have as much interest in increased
exemptions as anyone in this House. It
is a question of timing with me. I do not
want us to do something that will per-
mit the President to possibly say that a
Democratic-controlled Congress has
made it impossible for him in the year
1970 to do anything to stop inflation.
However, if we do something that will
put his budget out of balance for fiscal
year 1970, I daresay that would be the
charge he would make. I do not want us
to get into that position. I think my
friend from Ohio would agree with me
that any tax reductions that we finally
agree to in the conference should be tax
reductions that do not affect the fiscal
year 1970 and, perhaps, do not affect
even calendar year 1970.

There is one that is frozen insofar as
1970 is concerned that we cannot do any-
thing about and that is the minimum
standard deduction. Their change is
nearly the same as ours. So there will be
this change in 1970, in any event which
will have an effect on revenues in the
calendar year 1970.

Mr. VANIK. Am I correct in under-
standing the distinguished chairman and
believing that it is your intention to
provide some system of relief by way of
increased exemptions?

Mr. MILLS. Oh, yes. We have that
definitely in mind.

Mr. VANIK. Am I correct in my fur-
ther understanding that the distin-
guished gentleman from Arkansas will
insist upon the House provision which
dealt with oil depletion?

Mr. MILLS. I will insist on not just
that. Why does the gentleman not ask
me about all of them?

Mr. VANIK. How about all of them?
Mr. MILLS. As far as I am concerned,

1 am going to insist on all of them, if I
can get them all.
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Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VANIK. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means for the work
that he and his committee have done
this year on bringing up tax reform. I
want to correct the gentleman on a
statement that he has just made.

The gentleman said that he did not
want to have the President feel that a
Democratic-controlled Congress resort
to politics and jeopardize his legislative
program. It has been my observation,
and the observation of most Members on
this side of the House, that when most
Democratic platform issues are debated
the Republican leadership and a few of
the southern Democrats get together,
that they can outvote us by about 15 to
20 votes, so this session is not in reality a
Democratic-controlled Congress.

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

Mr. VANIK. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if
the gentleman from Arkansas could tell
us or give us any idea on whether he will
be able to wring these concesions out of
the other body by New Year's Day?

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VANIK. I yield to the distin-
guished chairman, from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman yielding to me.

I want to keep all my colleagues ad-
vised, as we go along on this matter. It
is my understanding that we will begin
our conference with the Senate on this
matter at 10 o'clock next Monday morn-
ing.

I had hoped that we could begin our
conference in the morning, and that we
could work Saturday, but I can under-
stand the reluctance of any Member of
the other body—after having labored
with this bill as long as they have--
wanting to ge a little bit of rest from
the tax bin, at least over the weekend.

So, Mr. Speaker, I agreed to resist
my own feelings and lay them aside, and
accommodate the Senate Members on
timing. So we will go to conference at
10 o'clock on Monday morning. That
means that we may be able to have a
conference report before Christmas, but
it is going to be quite difficult for us to
reach agreement on a conference report,
to have the report filed, and to have an
opportunity for the House to vote on it
before Christmas.

I think my friend, the gentleman from
Iowa, knows that it takes some little
time for our technicians to prepare the
conference report after the decisions are
all completed.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. VANIK. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, one Mem-
ber of the other body has described it
as a Christmas tree. I just wondered if
that was an accurate description.

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman will yield
further, Mr. Speaker, if it is a Christmas
tree it should be all right for it to remain
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so through--the Christmas season, even if
we have to remove the trimmings after
Christmas. That is a common practice,
I understand.

But we intend to do some removing of
these trimmings even before Christmas.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Ohio for yielding.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my distinguished chairman. The
conferees and managers on the part of
the House have our best wishes, and I
ask that they speak for the average tax-
payers of America who need to get some
relief out of this tax program which will
be before the conference.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my motion.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from

Ohio withdraws his preferential motion.
The Chair appoints the following con-

ferees: Messrs. MILLS, BOGGS, WATTS,
ULLMAN, BYRNES of Wisconsin, UTT, and
BETTS.
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TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969

DECEMBER 21, 1969.—Or'dered to be printed

Mr. Mills, from the committee of conference,
submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT
[To accompany H.R. 132701

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 13270) to
reform the income tax laws, having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amend-
ment insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TiTLE, ETC.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as the "Tax Reform Act
of 1969".

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

TITLE I—TAX EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS

Subtitle A—Private Foundations

Sec. 101. Private foundations.

Subtitle B—Other Tax Exempt Organizations

Sec. 121. Tax on unrelated business income.

TITLE II—INDIVIDU4L DEDUCTIONS

Subtitle A—Charitable Contributions

Sec. 201. Charitable contributions.
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Subtitle B—Farm Losses, Etc.

Sec. 211. Gain from disposition of property used in farming where farm
losses offset nonfarm income.

Sec. 212. Livestock.
Sec. 213. Deductions attributable to activities not engaged in for profit.
Sec. 214. Gain from disposition of farm land.
Sec. 215. Crop insurance proceeds.
Sec. 216. Capitalization of costs of planting and developing citrus groves.

Subtitle C—Interest
Sec. 221. Interest.

Subtitle D—Moving Expenses

Sec. 231. Moving expenses.

TITLE 111—MINIMUM TAX; ADJUSTMENTS PRIMARILY
AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS

Subtitle A—Minimum Tax

Sec. 301. Minimum tax for tax preferences.

Subtitle B—Income 4veraging

Sec. 311. Income averaging.

Subtitle C—Restricted Property

Sec. 321. Restricted Property.

Subtitle D—Accumulation, Trusts, Multiple Trusts, Etc.

Sec. 331. Treatment of excess distributions by trusts.
Sec. 332. Trust income for benefit of a spouse.

TITLE I V—ADJUSTMENTS PRIMARILY AFFECTING
CORPORATIONS

Subtitle A—Multiple Corporations

Sec. 401. Multiple corporations.

Subtitle B—Debt-Financed C7rporate Acquisitions and
Related Problems

Sec. 411. Interest on indebtedness incurred by corporation to acquire
stock or assets of another corporation.

Sec. 412. Installment method.
Sec. 413. Bonds and other evidences of indebtedness.
Sec. 414. Limitation on deduction of bond premium on repurchase.
Sec. 415. Treatment of certain corporate interests as stock or indebtedness.

Subtitle (i—Stock Dividends

Sec. 421. Stock dividends.



3

Subtitle D—Financial Institutions

Sec. 431. Reserve for losses on loans; net operating loss carrybacks
Sec. 432. Mutual savings banks, etc.
Sec. 433. Treatment of bonds, etc., held by financial institutions.
Sec. 434. Limitation on deduction for dividends received by mutual sav-

ings banks, etc.
Sec. 435. Foreign deposits in United States banks.

Subtitle E—Depreciation Allowed Regulated Industries; Earnings and
Profits Adjustment for Depreciation

Sec. 441. Public utility property.
Sec. 442. Effect on earnings and profits.

TITLE V—ADJUSTMENTS AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS AND
CORPORATIONS

Subtitle A—Natural Resources

Sec. 501. Percentage depletion rates.
Sec. 502. Treatment processes in the case of oil shale.
Sec. 503. Mineral prodiwtion payments.
Sec. 504. Exploration expenditures.
Sec. 505. Continental shelf areas.
Sec. 506. Foreign tax credit with respect to certain foreign mineral

income.

Subtitle B—Capital Gains and Losses

Sec. 511. Increase in alternative capital gains tax.
Sec. 512. Capital losses of corporations.
Sec. 513. Capital losses of individuals.
Sec. 514. Letters, memorandums, etc.
Sec. 515: Total distributions from qualified penswn, etc., plans.
Sec. 516. Other changes in capital gains treatment.

Subtitle C—Real Estate Depreciation

Sec. 521. Depreciation of real estate.

Subtitle D—Subchapter S Corporations

Sec. 531. Qualified pension, etc., plans of small business corporations.

TITLE VI—STATE AND LOCAL OBLIGATIONS

Sec. 601. Arbitrage bonds.

TI TLE VII—EX TENSION OF TAX S URCI-IARGE AND EXCISE
TAXES; TERMINATION OF INVESTMENT CREDIT

Sec. 701. Extension of tax surcharge.
Sec. 702. Continuation of exciee taxes on communication services and on

automobiles.
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Sec. 703. Termination of investment credit.
Sec. 704. Amortization of pollution control facilities.
Sec. 705. Amortization of railroad rolling stock and right-of-way improve-

ments.
Sec. 706. Expenditures in connection with certain railroad rolling stock.
Sec. 707. Amortization of certain coal mine safety equipment.

TITLE VIII—ADJUSTMENT OF TAX BURDEN FOR
INDIVIDUALS

Sec. 801. Personal exemptions.
Sec. 802. Low income allowance; increase in standard deduction.
Sec. 803. Tax rates for single individuals and heads of household; optional

tax.
Sec. 804. Fifty-percent maximum rate on earned income.
Sec. 805. Collection of income tax at source on wages.

TITLE IX—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Subtitle A—Miscellaneous Income Tax Provisions

Sec. 901. Exclusion of additional living expenses.
Sec. 902. Deductibility of treble damage payments,fines and penalties, etc.
Sec. 903. Accrued vacation pay.
Sec. 904. Deduction of recoveries of antitrust damages, etc.
Sec. 905. Corporations using appreciated property to redeem their own

stock.
Sec. 906. Reasonable accumulations by corporations.
Sec. 907. Insurance companies.
Sec. 908. Certain unit investment trusts.
Sec. 909. Foreign corporations not availed of to reduce taxes.
Sec. 910. Sales of certain low-income housing projects.
Sec. 911. Per-unit retain allocatio'ns.
Sec. 912. Foster children.
Sec. 913. Cooperative housing corporations.
Sec. 914. Personal holding company dividends.
Sec. 915. Replacement of property involuntarily converted within a 2-year

period.
Sec. 916. Change in reporting income on installment basis.
Sec. 917. Recognition of gain in certain liquidations.

Subtitle B—Miscellaneous Excise Tax Provisions

Sec. 931. Concrete mixers.
Sec. 932. Constructive sale price.

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Administrative Provisions

Sec. 941. Filing requirements.
Sec. 942. Computation of tax by Internal Revenue Service.
Sec. 943. Failure to make timely payment or deposit of tax.
See. 944. Declarations of estimated tax by farmers.
Sec. 945. Portion of salary, wages, or other income exempt from levy.
Sec. 946. Interest and penalties in case of certain taxable years.
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Subtitle D—United States Tax Court

Sec. 951. Status of Tax Court.
Sec. 952. Appointment; term of office.
Sec. 953. Salary.
Sec. 954. Retirement.
Sec. 955. Survivors.
Sec. 956. Powers.
Sec. 957. Tax disputes involving $1,000 or less.
Sec. 958. Commissioners.
Sec. 959. Notice of appeal.
Sec. 960. Conforming amendments.
Sec. 961. Continuation of status.
Sec. 962. Effective dates.

TITLE X—JNCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

Sec. 1001. Short title.
Sec. 1002. Increase in old-age, survivors, arul disability insurance benefits.
Sec. 1003. Increase in benef Its for certain individuals age 72 and over.
Sec. 1004. Maximum amount of a wife's or husband's insurance benefit.
Sec. 1005. Allocation to disability insurance trust fund
Sec. 1006. I)isregarding of retroactive payment of OASDI benefit increase.
Sec. 1007. I)isregarding of income of O ISDI recipients in determining

need for public assistanc.
(c) AMENDMENT OF 1954 C0DE.—Except as otherwise expressly pro-

vided, whenever in this Act an amendment or repeal is expressed in terms
of an amerulment to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or other provision of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954.



TITLE I—TAX EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS
Subtitle A—Private Foundations

SEC. 101. PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter F of chapter 1 (relating to exempt
organizations) is amended by redesignating parts II, III, and IV as
parts III, IV, and V, respectively, and by inserting after part I the
following new part:

"PART li—PRiVATE FOUNDATiONS

"Sec. 507. Termination of private foundation status.
"Sec. 508. Special rules with respect to section 501 (c) (3) organizations.
"Sec. 509. Private foundation defined.

* * * * *

(7)
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"SEC. 508. SPECIAL RULES WITH RESPECT TO SECTION 501(c) (3) ORGA-
NIZATIONS.

"(a) NEW ORGANIZATIONS Musr NOTIFY SECRETARY THAT THEY
ARE APPLYING FOR RECOGNITION OF SECTION 501 (c) (3) STATUS.—
Except as provided in subsection (c), an organization organized after
October 9, 1969, shall not be treated as an organization described in
section 501(c) (3)—

"(1) unless it has given notice to the Secretary or his delegate,
in such manner as the Secretary or his delegate may by regulations
prescribe, that it is applying for recognition of such status, or

"(2) for any period before the giving of such notice, if such notice
is given after the time prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate
by regulations for giving notice under this subsection.

For purposes of paragraph (2), the time prescribed for giving notice
under this subsection shall not expire before the 90th day after the day
on which regulations first prescribed under this subsection become final.

"(b) PRESUMPTION THAT ORGANIZATIONS ARE PRIVATE FOUNDA-
TI0NS.—Except as provided in subsection (c), any organization (in-
cluding an organization in existence on October 9, 1969) which is de-
scribed in section 501 (c) (3) and which does not not?jy the Secretary or
his delegate, at such time and in such manner as the Secretary or his
delegate may by regulations prescribe, that it is not a private foundation
shall be presumed to be a private foundation. The time prescribed for
giving notice under this subsection shall not expire before the 90th (lay
after the day on which regulations first prescribed under this subsection
become final.

"(c) ExCEPTIONs.—
"(1) MANDATORY EXCEPTI0NS.—Subsectjons (a) and (b) shall

not apply to—
"(A) churches, their integrated auxiliaries, and conventions

or associations of churches, or
"(B) any organization which is not a private foundation

(as defined in section 509(a)) and the gross receipts of which
in each taxable year are normally not more than $5,000.

"(2) EXCEPTIONS BY REGULATI0NS.—The Secretary or his
delegate may by regulations exempt (to the extent and subject to such
conditions as may be prescribed in such regulations) from the pro-
visions of subsection (a) or (b) or both—

"(A) educational organizations which normally maintain a
regular faculty and curriculum and normally have a regularly
enrolled body of pupils or students in attendance at the place
where their educational activities are regularly carried on; and

"(B) any other class of organizations with respect to which
the Secretary or his delegate determines that full compliance with
the provisions of subsections (a) and (b) is not necessary to the
efficient administration of the provisions of this title relating
to private foundations.

"(d) DISALLOWANCE OF CERTAIN CHARITABLE, ETC., DEDUCTIONS.—
"(1) GIFT OR BEQUEST TO ORGANIZATIONS SUBJECT TO SECTION

507(c) TA x.—No gift or bequest made to an organization upon
which the tax provided by section 507(e) has been imposed shall be
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allowed as a deduction under section 170, 545(b) (2), 556(b) (2),
642(c), 2055, 2106 (a) (2), or 2522, if such gift or bequest is made—

"(A) by any person after notification is made under section
507(a), or

"(B) by a substantial contributor (as defined in section
507(d) (2)) in his taxable year which includes the first day on
which action is taken by such organization which culminates
in the imposition of tax under section 507(c) and any subsequent
taxable year.

"(2) GIFT OR BEQUEST TO TAXABLE PRIVATE FOUNDATION,
SECIOI'T 4947 TRUST, ETC.—No gift or bequest made to an organi-
zation shall be allowed as a deduction under section 170, 545(b) (2),
556(b) (2), 642(c), 2055, 2106(a) (2), or 2522, 'U such gift or bequest
is made—

"(A) to a private foundation or a trust described in section
4947 in a taxable year for which it fails to meet the requirements
of subsection (e) (determined without regard to subsection (e) (2)
(B) and (C)), or

"(B) to any organization in a period for which it is not treated
as an organization described in section 501 (c) (3) by reason
of subsection (a).

"(3) ExcEPTioN.— Paragraph (1) shall not apply if the entire
amount of the unpaid portion of the tax imposed by section 5O7(c)
is abated by the Secretary or his delegate under section 507(g).

"(e) GOVERNING INSTRUMENTS.—
"(1) GENERAL RULE—A private foundation shall not be exempt

from taxation under section 501 (a) unless its governing instrument
includes provisions the effects of which are—

"(A) to require its income for each taxable year to be dis-
tributed at such time and in such manner as not to subject the
foundation to tax under section 4942, and

"(B) to prohibit the foundation from engaging 'iTh any act of
self-dealing (as defined in section 4941(d)), from retaining
any excess business holdings (as defined in section 4.943(c)),
from making any investments in such manner as to subject the
foundation to tax under section 4944, and from making any
taxable expenditures (as defined in section 4945(d)).

"(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR EXISTING PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS.—
In the case of any organization organized before January 1, 1970,
paragraph (1) shall not apply—

"(A) to any taxable year beginning before January 1, 1972,
"(B) to any period after December 31, 1971, during the

pendency of any judicial proceeding begun before January 1,
1972, by the private foundation which is necessary to reform, or
to excuse such foundation from compliance w'ith, its governing
'instrument or any other instrument in order to meet the re-
quirements of paragraph (1), and

"(C) to any period after the termination of any judicial
proceeding described in subparagraph (B) during which its
governing instrument or any other instrument does not permit
it to meet the requirements of paragraph (1).

4 4 4 4



TITLE Il—INDIVIDUAL DEDUCTIONS
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Subtitle D—Moving Expenses

SEC. 231. MOVING EXPENSES.
(a) DEDUCTION FOR MOVING ExPENsES.—Section 217 (relating to

moving expenses) is amended to read as follows:
"SEC. 217. MOVING EXPENSES.

"(a) DEDUCTION ALLOWED.—There shall be allowed as a deduction
moving expenses paid or incurred dur'ng the taxable year in connection
with the commencement of work by the taxpayer as an employee or as a
self-employed individual at a new principal place of work.

"(b) DEFINITION OF MOVING EXPENSES.—
"(1) IN GENERAL.—FOr purposes of this section, the term

'moving expenses' means only the reasonable expenses—
"(A) of moving household goods and personal effects from

the former res'idence to the new residence,
"(B) of traveling (including meals and lodging) from the

former residence to the new place of residence,
"(C) of traveling (including meals and lodging), after

obtaining employment, from the former residence to the general
location of the new principal place of work and return, for the
principal purpose of searching for a new residence,

"(D) of meals and lodging while occupying temporary quarters
in the general location of the new principal place of work
during any period of 30 consecutive days after obtaining em-
ployment, or

"(E) constituting qualified residence sale, purchase, or
lease expenses.

"(2) QUALIFIED RESIDENCE SALE, ETC., E1pENsEs.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1) (E), the term 'qualified residence sale, pur-
chase, or lease expenses' means only reasonable expenses incident
to—

"(A) the sale or exchange by the taxpayer or his spouse of
the taxpayer's former residence (not including expenses for
work pei formed on such residence in order to assist in its sale)
which (but for this subsection and subsection (e)) would be
taken into acconnt in determining the amount realized on the
sale or exchange,

"(B) the purchase by the taxpayer or his spouse of a new
residence in the general location of the new principal place of
work which (but for this subsection and subsection (e)) would
be taken into account in determining—

"(i) the adjusted basis of the new residence, or
"(ii) the cost of a loan (but not including any amounts

which represent payments or pre payments of interest),
"(C) the settlement of an unexpired lease held by the taxpayer

or his spouse on property used by the taxpayer as his former
residence, or

"(D) the acquisition of a lease by the taxpayer or his spouse
on property used by the taxpayer as his new residence in the
general location of the new principal place of work (not in-
cluding amounts which are payments or prepayments of rent).
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"(3) LIMITATIoNs.—
"(A) DOLLAR LIMITS.—The aggregate amount allowable as a

deduction under subsection (a) 'in connection with a commence-
ment of work which is attributable to expenses described in
subparagraph (C) or (D) of paragraph (1) shall not exceed
$1,000. The aggregate amount allowable as a deduction under
subsection (a) which is attributable to qualified residence sale,
purchase, or lease expenses shall not exceed $2,500, reduced by
the aggregate amount so allowable which is attributable to ex-
penses described in subparagraph (C) or (D) of paragraph (1).

"(B) HUSBAND AND WIFE.—If a husband and wife both
commence work at a new principal place of work within the same
general location, subparagraph (A) shall be applied as if there
was only one commencement of work. In the case of a husband
and wife filing separate returns, sub paragraph (A) shall be
applied by substituting '$500' for '$1,000', and by substituting
'$1,250' for '$2,500'.

"(C) INDIVIDUALS OTHER THAN TAXpAyER.—In the case of
any individual other than the taxpayer, expenses referred to in
s'ubparagraphs (A) through (D) of paragraph (1) shall be taken
into account only if such individual has both the former residence
and the new residence as his principal place of abode and is a
member of the taxpayer's household.

"(c) CONDITIONS FOR ALLOWANCE.—NO deduction shall be allowed
under this section unless—

"(1) the taxpayer's new principal place of work—
"(A) is at least 50 miles farther from his former residence

than was his former principal place of work, or
"(B) if he had no former principal place of work, is at least 50

miles from his former residence, and
"(2) either—

"(A) during the 12-month period immediately following his
arrival in the general location of his new principal place of work,
the taxpayer is a full-time employee, in such general location,
during at least 39 weeks, or

"(B) during the 24-month period immediately following his
arrival in the general location of his new principal place of
work, the taxpayer is a full-time employee or performs services as
a self-employed individual on a fall-time basis, in such general
location, during at least 78 weeks, of which not less than 39
weeks are during the 12-month period referred to in sub para-
graph (A).

For parposes of paragraph (1), the distance between two points shall
be the shortest of the more commonly traveled routes between such
two points.

"(d) RULES FOR APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION (c)(2).—
"(1) The condition of subsection (c)(2) shall not apply if the tax-

payer is unable to, satisfy such condition by reason of—
"(A) death or disability, or
"(B) involuntary separation (other than for willful miscon-

duct) from the service of, or transfer for the benefit of, an em-
ployer after obtaining full-time employment in which the tax-
payer could reasonably have been expected to satisfy such
condition.
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"(2) If a taxpayer has not satisfied the condition of subsection
(c) (2) before the time prescribed by law (including extensions thereof)

for filing the return for the taxable year during which he paid or in-
curred moving expenses which would otherwise be deductible under
this section, but may still satisfy such condition, then such expenses
may (at the election of the taxpayer) be deducted for such taxable year
notwithstanding subsection (c) (2).

"(3) If—
"(A) for any taxable year moving expenses have been deducted

in accordance with the rule provided in paragraph (2), and
"(B) the condition of subsection (c) (2) cannot be satisfied at the

close of a subsequent taxable year,
then an amount equal to the expenses which were so deducted shall be
included in gross income for the first such subsequent taxable year.

"(e) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—The amount realized on the sale
of the residence described in subparagraph (A) of subsection (b) (2) shall
not be decreased by the amount of any expenses described in such sub-
paragraph which are allowed as a deduction under subsection (a), and
the basis of a residence described in subparagraph (B) of subsection (b) (2)
shall not be increased by the amount of any expenses described in such
subparagraph which are allowed as a deduction under subsection (a). This
subsection shall not apply to any expenses with respect to which an amount
is included in gross income under subsection (d) (3).

"(J) RULES FOR SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS.—
"(1) DEFINITI0N.—For purposes of this section, the term 'self-

employed individual' means an individual who performs personal
services—

"(A) as the owner of the entire interest in an unincorporated
trade or business, or

"(B) as a partner in a partnership carrying on a trade or
business.

"(2) RULE FOR APPLICATION OF SUBSECTIONS (b)(1) (c) AND
(D) .— For purposes of subparagraphs (C) and (D) of subsection
(b) (1), an individual who commences work at a new principal place
of work as a self-employed individual shall be treated as having ob-
tained employment when he has made substantial arrangements to
commence such work.

"(g) REGULATIONS.—T/ie Secretary or his delegate shall prescribe
such regulations as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this
section."

(b) INCLUSION IN GROSS INCOME a MovING EXPENSE REIMBURSE-
MEvTs.—Part II of subchapter B of chapter 1 (relating to items specifically
included in gross income) is amended by adding after section 81 the
following new section:

"SEC. 82. REIMBURSEMENT FOR EXPENSES OF MOVING.
"There shall be included in gross income (as compensation for services)

any amount received or accrued, directly or indirectly, by an individual as
a payment for or reimbursement of expenses of moving from one residence
to another residence which is attributable to employment or self-employ-
ment."

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The table of sections for part II of subchapter B of chapter 1

is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new item:
"Sec. 8f. Reimbur3ement of moving expen8es."



(2) Section 1001 (relating to determination of amount and recogni-
tion of gain or loss) is amended by adding after subsection (e) (as
added by section 516(a) of this Act) the follow%ng new subsectwn:

"(f) CROSS. REFERENCE.—
"For treatment of certain expenses incident to the sale of a resi-

dence which were deducted as moving expenses by the taxpayer or
his spouse under section 217(a), see section 217(e)."

(3) Section 1016(c) is amended to read as follows:
"(c) CRoss REFERENCES.—

"(1) For treatment of certain expenses incident to the purchase of
a residence which were deducted as moving expenses by the tax-
payer or his spouse under section 217(a), see section 217(e).

"(2) For treatment of separate mineral interests as one property,
see section 614."

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendments made by this section shall
apply to taxable years beginning after December 31, 1969, except that—

(1) section 217 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (as amended
by subsection (a)) shall not apply to any item to the extent that the
taxpayer received or accrued reimbursement or other expense allow-
ance for such item in a taxable year beginning on or before Decem-
ber 31, 1969, which was not included in his gross income; and

(2) the amendments made by this section shall not apply (at the
election of the taxpayer made at such time and manner as the Secre-
tary of the Treasury or his delegate prescribes) with respect to moving
expenses paid or incurred before July 1, 1970, in connection with the
commencement of work by the taxpayer as an employee at a new
principal place of work of which the taxpayer had been notified by
his employer on or before December 19, 1969.

* * * * *
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Subtitle B—Capital Gains and
Losses

* * * * *
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SEC. 515. TOTAL DiSTRiBUTIONS FROM QUALIFiED PEN-
SiON, ETC., PLANS.

(a) LIMITATION ON CAPITAL GAINS TREATMENT.—
(1) EMPLOYEES' TRuST.—Section 402(a) (relating to taxability

qf beneficiary of exempt trust) is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraph:

"(5) LIMITATION ON CAPITAL GAINS TREATMENT.—The first
sentence of paragraph (2) shall apply to a distribution paid after
December 31, 1969, only to the extent that it does not exceed the sum
of—

"(A) the benefits accrued by the employee on behalf of whom it
is paid during plan years beginning before January 1, 1970, and

"(B) the portion of the benefits accrued by such employee dur-
ing plan years beginning after December 31, 1969, which the
distributee establishes does not consist of the employee's allocable
share of employer contributions to the trust by which such distri-
bution is paid.

The Secretary or his delegate shall prescribe such regulations as may
be necessary to carry out the purposes of this paragraph."

(2) EMPLOYEE ANN UITIES.—Sect ion 403(a) (2) (relating to
capital gains treatment for certain distributions under a qualified
annuity plan) is amended by adding at the end thereof the following
new subparagraph:

"(C) LIMITATION ON CAPITAL GAINS TREATMENT.—Sub-
paragraph (A) shall apply to a payment paid after December 31,
1969, only to the extent it does not exceed the sum of—

"(i) the benefits accrued by the employee on behalf
of whom it is paid during plan years beginning before
January 1, 1970, and

"(ii) the portion of the benefits accrued by such employee
during plan years beginning after December 31, 1969,
which the payee establishes does not consist of the employee's
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allocable share of employer contributions under the pki;n.
under which the annuity contract is purchased.

The Secretary or his delegate shall prescribe such regulations
as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this sub-
paragraph."

(b) LIMITATION ON TAX.—Section 72(n) (relating to treatment of
certain distributions 'with respect to contributions by self-employed
individuals) is amended—

(1) by striking out so much thereof as precedes paragraph (2)
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(n) TREATMENT OF TOTAL DISTRIBUTIONS.—
"(1) APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION.—

"(A) GENERAL RULE.—This subsection shall apply to
amounts—

"(i) distributed to a distributee, in the case of an em-
ployees' trust described in section 401 (a) which is exempt
from tax under section 501 (a), or

"(ii) paid to a payee, in the case of an annuity plan
described in section 403(a),

if the total distributions or amounts payable to the distributee
or payee with respect to an employee (including an individual
who is an employee within the meaning of section 401(c) (1))
are paid to the distributee or payee within one taxable year of
the distributee or payee, but only to the extent that section
402(a) (2) or 403(a) (2) (A) does not apply to such amounts.

"(B) DISTRIBUTIONS TO WHICH APPLICABLE.—This sub-
section shall apply only to distributions or amounts paid—

on account of the employee's death,
"(ii) with respect to an individual who is an employee

without regard to section 401 (c) (1), on account of his sep-
aration from the service,

"(iii) with respect to am employee within the meaning of
section 401 (c) (1), after he has attained the age of 59'2
years, or

"(iv) with respect to an employee within the meaning of
section 401 (c) (1), after he has become disabled (within the
meaning of subsection (m) (7)).

"(C) MINIMUM PERIOD OF SER VICE.—T/bis subsection shall
apply to amounts distributed or paid to an employee from or
under a plan only if he has been a participant in the plan for 5
or more taxable years prior to the taxable year in which such
amounts are distributed or paid.

"(D) AMOUNTS SUBJECT TO PENALTY.— This subsection
shall not apply to amounts described in claises (ii) and (iii) of
subparagraph (A) of subsection (m) (5) (but, in the case of
amounts described in clause (ii) of such subparagraph, only to
the extent that subsection (m) (5) applies to such amounts)."; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph:
"(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR EMPLOYEES WITHOUT REGARD TO SEC-

TION 401 (c)(i).—In the case of amounts to which this subsection
applies which are distributed or paid with re8pect to an individual
who is an employee without regard to section 401 (c)(1), paragraph
(2) shall be applied with the following modifications:

"(A) '7 times' shall be substituted for '5 times', and '14%
percent' shall be substituted for '20 percent'.
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(B) Any amount which 'is received during the taxable year
by the employee as compensation (other than as deferred com-
pensation within, the meaning of section 404) for personal
services performed for the employer in respect of whom the
amounts distributed or paid are received shall not be taken into
accont.

"(C) No portion of the total distributions or amounts payable
(of which the amounts distributed or paid are a part) to which
section 402(a) (2) or 403(a) (2) (A) applies shall be taken into
account.

Subparagraph (B) shall not apply if the employee has not attained
the age of 59 years, unless he has died or become disabled (within
the meaning of subsection (m) (7))."

c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 405(e) (relating to capital gains treatment not to

apply to bonds distributed by trusts) is amended—
(A) by striking out "CAPITAL GAINS TREATMENT" in the

heading and inserting in lieu thereof "CAPITAL GAINS TREAT-
MENT AND LIMITATION OF TAX";

(B) by striking out "Section 402(a) (2)" and inserting in lieu
thereof' "Section 72(n) and sect'ion 402 (a) (2)"; and

(C) by striking out "section" and inserting in lieu thereof
"sections".

(2) Section 406(c) (relating to termination of status as deemed
employee not to be treated as separation from service for purposes of
capital gain provisions) is amended—

(A) by striking out "PROVISIONS." in the heading and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "PROVISIONS AND LIMITATION OF TAX.";
and

(B) by striking out "section 402 (a) (2)" and inserting n l%eu
thereof "section 72(n), section 402(a) (2),".

(3)' Section 407(c) (relating to termination of status as deemed
employee not to be treated as separation from service for purposes of
capital gain provisions) 'is amended—

(A) by striking out "PRovisIoNs." in the heading and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "PROvIsIONS AND LIMITATION OF TAX.";
and

(B) by striking ovt "section 402(a) (2)" and inserting in lieu
thereof "section 72(n), section 402(a) (2),".

(4) Section 1304(b) (2) (relating to certain provisions inapplicable)
is amended to read as follows:

"(2) section 72(n) (2) (relating to limitation of tax in case of total
distribution),".

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made by this section shall
apply to taxable years ending afr December 31, 1969.

* * *' * *
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Subtitle D—Subchapter S
Corporations

SEC. 531. QUALiFIED PENSION, ETC., PLANS OF SMALL
BUSINESS CORPORATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL .—Subchapter S of chapter 1 (relating to election of
certain small business corporations as to taxable status) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new section:
"SEC. 1379. CERTAiN QUALiFIED PENSiON, ETC., PLANS.

"(a) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT FOR QUALIFICATION OF STOCK
BONUS OR PROFIT-SHARING PLANS.—A trust forming part of a stock
bonus or profit-sharing plan which provides contributions or benefits
for employees some or all of whom are shareholder-employees shall not
constitute a qualified trust under section 401 (relating to qualified pension,
profit-sharing, and stock bonus plans) unless the plan of whwh such trust
is a part provides that forfeitures attributable to contributions deductible
under section 404(a) (3) for any taxable year (beginning after December
31, 1970) of the employer with respect to which it is an electing small
business corporation may not inure to the benefit of any individual who is
a shareholder-employee for such taxable year. A plan shall be considered
as satisfying the requirement of this subsection for the period beginning
with the first day of a taxable year and ending with the 15th day of the
third month following the close of such taxable year, if all the provisions
of the plan which are necessary to satisfy this requirement are in effect
by the end of such period and have been made effective for all purposes
with respect to the whole of such period.

• TAXABILITY OF SHAREHOLDER-EMPLOYEE BENEFICIARIES.—
"(1) INCLUSION OF EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS IN GROSS INCOME.

Notwithstanding the provisions of section 402 (relating to taxability
of beneficiary of employees' trust), section 403 (relating to taxation of
employee annuities), or section 405(d) (relating to taxability of
beneficiaries under qualified bond purchase plans), an individual
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who is a shareholder-employee of an electing small business corpora-
tion shall include in gross income, for his taxable year in which or
with which the taxable year of the corporation ends, the excess of the
amount of contributions paid on his behalf which is deductible under
section 404(a) (1), (2), or (3) by the corporation for its taxable
year over the lesser of—

"(A) 10 percent of the compensation received or accrued by
him from such corporation during its taxable year, or

"(B) $2,500.
"(2) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS INCLUDED IN GROSS INCOME.—

Any amount included in the gross income of a shareholder-employee
under paragraph (1) shall be treated as consideration for the con-
tract contributed by the shareholder-employee for purposes of section
72 (relating to annuities).

"(3) DEDUCTiON FOR AMOUNTS NOT RECEIVED AS BENEFITS.—
If—

"(A) amounts are included in the gross income of an individual
under paragraph (1), and

"(B) the rights of such individual (or his beneficiaries)
under the plan terminate before payments under the plan which
are excluded from gross income equal the amounts included in
gross income under paragraph (1),

then there shall be allowed as a deduction, for the taxable year in
which such rights terminate, art amount equal to the excess of the
amounts included in gross income under paragraph (1) over such
payments.

"(c) CARRYOVER OF AMOUNTS DEDUCTIBLE.—NO amount deductible
shall be carried forward under the second sentence of section 404 (a) (3)
(A) (relating to limits on deductible contributions under stock bonus
and profit-sharing trusts) to a taxable year of a corporation with respect to
which it is not art electing small business corporation from a taxable year
(beginning after December 31, 1970) with respect to which it is an
electing small business corporation.

"(d) SHAREHOLDER-EMPLOYEE.—FOr purposes of this section, the
term 'shareholder-employee' means an employee or officer of an electing
small business corporation who owns (or is considered as owning within
the meaning of section 318(a) (1)), on any day daring the taxable year
of such corporation, more than 5 percent of the outstanding stock of the
corporation."

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—SeCt ion 6'2 (relating to adjusted
gross income defined) is amended by inserting after paragraph (8) the
.following new paragraph:

"(9) PENSION, ETC., PLANS OF ELECTING SMALL BUSINESS
C0RPORATI0NS.—The deduction allowed by section 1379(b) (3)."

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—T/te table of sections for subchapter S
of chapter 1 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new
item:

"Sec. 1379. certain qualified pensions, etc., plans."

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—T/te amendments made by this section shall
apply with respect to taxable years of electing small business corporation.
beginning after December 31, 1970.

* * * * *



TITLE IX—MISCELLA NEO US
PRO VISIONS

(241)
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Subtitle C—Miscellaneous
Administrative Provisions

* * * * *
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SEC. 944. DECLARATIONS OF ESTiMATED TAX BY
FARMERS.

(a) RETURN AS DECLARATION OR AMENDMENT.—SeCtiOn 6015(1)
(relating to return considered as declaration or amendment) is amended
by striking out "February 15" and inserting in lieu thereof "March 1".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made by subsection (a) shall
apply with respect to taxable years beginning after December 31, 196.

* * * * *



TITLE X—INCREA SE IN SOCIAL
SECURITY BENEFITS

SEC. 1001. SHORT TiTLE.

This title may be cited as the "Social Security Amendments of 1969".

SEC. 1002. iNCREASE iN OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND
DiSABiLITY INSURANCE BENEFiTS.

(a) Section 215(a) of the Social Security Act is amended by striking
out the table and inserting in lieu thereof the follo'wing:

"TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM
FAMILY BENEFITS

"I II III IV V

(Primary insurance benefit under
1939 Act, as modified)

(Primary
insurance
amount
under

1967 Act)

(Average monthly wage)
(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Maximum
family
benefits)

If an individual'8 primary insurance
benefit (08 determined under subsec.
(d)) is— Or his

primary
Insurance

amount (as
determined

under
subsec. (c))

is—

Or his average monthly
wage (as determined
under suboec. (b)) is—

But
At not

least— more
than—

The amount
referred to

in the
preceding

paragraphs
of this

subsection
shall be—

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
on the basis
of his wages

and self-
employment

income
8hall be—

But
At not

least— more
than—

$55.40 $76 $64.00 $96.00
or less

$16.21 16.84 56.50 $77 78 65.00 97.50
16.85 17.60 57.70 79 80 66.40 99.60
17.61 18.40 58.80 81 81 67.70 101.60
18.41 Ip.24 59.90 82 83 68.90 108.40
19.25 20.00 61.10 84 85 70.80 105.50
20.01 20.64 62.20 86 87 71.60 107.40
20.65 21.28 68.30 88 89 72.80 109.20
21.29 21.88 64.50 90 90 74.20 111.30
21.89 22.28 65.60 91 92 75.50 113.30
22.29 22.68 66.70 93 94 76.80 115.20
22.69 28.08 67.80 96 96 78.00 117.00
23.09 23.44 69.00 97 97 79.40 119.10
23.45 28.76 70.60 98 99 80.80 181.80
23.77 24.20 71.50 100 101 82.30 123.50
24.21 24.60 72.60 102 102 83.50 125.80
24.61 25.00 78.80 103 104 84.90 127.40
25.01 25.48 75.10 105 106 86.40 129.60
25.4.9 25.92 76.80 107 107 87.80 131.70
25.98 26.40 77.50 108 109 89.80 133.80
26.41 26.94 78.70 110 113 90.60 135.90
26.05 27.46 79.90 114 118 91.90 137.90
27.47 28.00 81.10 119 122 98.80 140.00

(271)
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TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM
FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued

"I ii iii Iv v

(Primary insurance benefit under
1959 Act, as modified)

(Primary
insurance
amount
under

(Average monthly wage)
(Primary
insurance
amount)

.

(Maximum
family

benefits)
1967 Act)

If an individual'8 primary insurance
benefit (as determined under subsec.
(d)) is— Or his

primary
insurance

amount (as
determined

under

Or hjs average monthly
wage (aS determined
under subsec. (b)) is——

But

The amount
referred to

in the
preceding

paragraphs
of this

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
on the basi8But

At not
least— more

subsec. (c))
is—

Al not
least— more

subsection
shall be—

of hi8 wages
and 8elf-

than—

S

than— employment
income

shaU be—

28.01 $28. 68 $82.30 $123 $127 $94.70 $142.10
28.69 29.25 83.60 128 132 96.20 144.20
29.26 29.68 84.70 138 136 97.50 146.80
29.69 80.36 85.90 137 141 98.80 148.20
80.87 80.98 87.20 142 146 100.30 150.50
30.98 31.86 88.40 147 150 101.70 152.60
31.37 32.00 89.50 151 155 103.00 154.50
82.01 32.60 90.80 156 160 104.50 156.80
32.61 33.20 92.00 161 164 105.80 158.70
33.21 38.88 93.20 165 169 107.20 160.80
88.89 34.50 94.40 170 174 108.60 162.90
3451 35.00 95.60 175 178 110.00 165.00
85.01 35.80 96.80 179 183 111.40 167.10
35.81 36.40 98.00 184 188 112.70 169.10
36.41 87.08 99.30 189 193 114.20 171.30
87.09 87.60 100.50 194 197 115.60 173.40
87.61 88.20 101.60 198 202 116.90 175.40
88.21 39.12 108.90 208 207 118.40 177.60
39.18 39.68 104.10 208 211 119.80 179.70
59.69 40.33 105.20 212 216 121.00 181.50
40.34 41.18 106.50 217 221 128.50 188.80
41.13 41.76 107.70 222 225 123.90 185.90
41.77 42.44 108.90 826 880 125.30 188.00
42.45 43.80 110.10 281 235 126.70 190.10
43.21 48.76 111.40 236 239 128.20 192.80
43.77 44.44 112.60 240 244 129.50 195.20
44.45 44.88 118.70 245 249 180.80 199.20
44.89 45.60 115.00 250 258 182.80 202.40

116.20 254 258 133.70 206.40
117.80 259 263 184.90 210.40
118.60 264 267 186.40 218.60
119.80 268 272 137.80 217.60
181.00 273 277 189.20 221.60
122.20 278 281 140.60 224.80
123.40 282 286 142.00 228.80
124.70 287 291 143.50 232.80
125.80 292 295 144.70 286.00
127.10 296 300 146.20 240.00
128.30 301 805 147.60 244.00
129.40 506 809 148.90 247.20
130.70 310 314 150.40 251.20
131.90 315 819 151.70 255.20
138.00 320 323 153.00 258.40
134.50 324 328 154.50 262.40
135.50 329 833 155.90 266.40
156.80 884 337 157.40 269.60
137.90 838 342 158.60 273.60
189.10 343 847 160.00 277.60
140.40 348 851 161.50 280.80
141.50 352 356 162.80 284.80
142.80 357 861 164.80 288.80
144.00 362 865 165.60 292.00
145.10 866 370 166.90 296.00
146.40 871 375 168.40 300.00
147.60 376 879 169.80 303.20
148.90 380 384 171.30 807.20
150.00 885 889 178.50 811.20
151.20 390 398 173.90 314.40
152.50 894 598 175.40 818.40
158.60 899 403 176.70 322.40
154.90 404 407 178.20 325.60
156.00 408 412 179.40 329.60
157.10 418 417 180.70 338.60
158.80 418 421 182.00 336.20
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'TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM
FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued

"I II III IV V

(Primary
(Primary lnitrance benefit under in8urance (Primary (Maximum

1939 Act, as modified) amount (Average monthly wage) insurance family
under amount) benefits)

1961 Act)

If an individual's primary insurance
benefit (as determined under subsec.
(d)) is— Or his

primary
insurance

amount (aS
determined

under
subsec. (c))

is— ,

Or his average monthly
wage (as determined
under subsec. (b)) is— The amount

referred to
in the

preceding
paragraphs

of this
subsection
shall be—

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits
payable (as
provided In
sec. 393(a))
on the basis
of his wages

and self-
employment

income
shall be—

But
At not

least— more
than—

But
At not

least— more
than—

$159. 40
160.50
161.60
162.80
163.90
165.00
166.20
167.30
168.40
169.60
1 70.70
171.80
172.90
174.10
175.20
176.30
177.50
178.60
179.70
180.80
182(2)
183.10
184.20
185.40
186.50
187.60
188.80
189.90
191.00
192.00
193.00
194.00
195(2)
196.00
197.00
198.00
199.00
200.00
201.00
202.00-
203.00
204.00
205.00
396.00
207.00
208.00
209.00
210.00
211.00
212.00
213.00
214.00
215.00
216.00
217.00
218.00

$422
427
432
487
44'
446
451
455
460
465
469
474
479
483
488
493
497
502
607
511
516
521
525
530
535
539
644
649
554
557
861
564
568
571
575
578
682
585
589
592
596
599
603
606
610
613
617
621
624
628
631
635
638
642
645
649

$426
431
486
440
445
450
454
459
464
468
478
478
482
487
492
496
501
506
610
515
520
524
529
534
538
543
548
553
556
560
563
667
670
574
577
581
584
588
591
595
598
602
605
609
612
616
620
623
627
630
634
637
641
644
648
650

$183.40
184.60
186.90
187.30
188.50
189.80
191.20
192.40
193.70
195.00
196.40
197.60
198,90
200.30
201.50
392.80
204.39
395.40
206.70
208(2)
209.80
210.60
211.90
213.30
214.50
215.80
217.20
218. 40
219.70
220.80
222.00
223.10
224.80
225.40
226.60
227.70
228.90
230.00
281.20
282.30
288.50
234.60
235.80
236.90
238.10
289.20
240.40
241.50
242.70
243.80
246.00
246.10
247.30
248.40
249.60
250.70

$540.80
844.80
848.80
860.40
852,40
864.40
356.00
858.00
360.00
861.60
363.60
885.60
367. 20
369.20
871.20
872.80
874.80
876.80
278.40
860.40
882.40
884.00
386.00
888.00
389.60
891.60
398.60
396.60
896.80
898.40
899.60
401.20
402.40
404.CW)
405.20
406.80
408.00
409.60
410.80
412.40
418.60
415.20
416.40
418.00
419.20
420.80
422. 40
423.60
426.39
426.40
428.00
429.20
430.80
432.00
453.60
434.40".

38—375 0—69—18
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(b)(1) Section 203(a) of such Act is amended by striking out paragraph
(2) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(2) when two or more persons were entitled (without the applica-
tion of section 202(j) (1) and section 223(b)) to monthly benefits under
section 202 or 223 for January 1970 on the basis of the wages and
self-employment income of such insured individual and at least one
such person was so entitled for December 1969 on the basis of such
wages and self-employment income, such total of benefits for Jan-
uary 1970 or any subsequent month shall not be reduced to less than
the larger of—

"(A) the amount determined under this subsection without
regard to this paragraph, or

"(B) an amount equal to the sum of the amounts derived by
multiplying the benefit amount determined under this title
(including this subsection, but without the application of sec-
tion 222(b), section 202(q), and subsections (b), (c), and (d)
of this section), as in effect prior to the enactment of the Social
Security Amendments of 1969 (and prior to January 1, 1970),
for each such person for such month, by 115 percent and raising
each such increased amount, if it is not a multiple of $0.10, to the
next higher multiple of $0.10;

but in any such case (i) paragraph (1) of this subsection shall not
be applied to such total of benefits after the application of sub para-
graph (B), and (ii) 'f section 202(k)(2)(A) was applicable in the
case of any such benefits for January 1970, and ceases to apply after
such month, the provisions of subparagraph (B) shall be applied, for
and after the month in which section 202(k)(2)(A) ceases to apply,
as though paragraph (1) had not been applicable to such total of
benefits for January 1970, or".

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, when two or more
persons are entitled to monthly insurance benefits under title II of the
Social Security Act for any month after 1969 on the basis of the wages and
self-employment income of an insured individual (and at least one of such
persons was so entitled for a month before January 1971 on the basis of
an application filed before 1971), the total of the benefits to which such
persons are entitled under such. title for such month (after the application
of sections 203 (a) and 202(q) of such Act) shall be not less than the total
of the monthly insurance benefits to which such persons would be entitled
under such title for such month (after the application of such sections
203(a) and 202(q)) without regard to the amendment made by subsection
(a) of this section.

(c) Section 215(b) (4) of such Act is amended by striking out "January
1968" each time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "December 1969".

(d) Section 215(c) of such Act is amended to read as follows

"Primary Insurance Amount Under 1967 Act

"(c)(1) For the purposes of column II of the table appearing in sub-
section (a) of this section, an individual's primary insurance amount shall
be computed on the basis of the law in effect prior to the enactment of the
Social Security Amendments of 1969.

"(2) The provisions of this subsection shall be applicable only in the
case of an individual who became entitled to benefits under section 202(a)
or section 223 before January 1970, or who died before such month."
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(e) The amendments made by this section shall apply with respect to
monthly benefits under title II of the Social Security Act for months after
December 1969 and with respect to lump-sum death payments under such
title in the case of deaths occurring after December 1969.

(f) If an individual was entitled to a disability insurance benefit
under section 223 of the Social Security Act for December 1969 and
became entitled to old-age insurance benefits under section 202(a) of
such Act for January 1970, or he died in such month, then, for purposes
of section 215 (a) (4) of the Social Security Act (if applicable), the amount
in column IV of the table appearing in such section 215(a) for such
individual shall be the amount in such column on the line on which in
column II appears his primary insurance amount (as determined under
section 215(c) of such Act) instead of the amount in column IV equal
to the primary insurance amount on which his disability insurance
benelit is based.
SEC. 1003. INCREASE IN BENEFITS FOR CERTAiN IN-

DIVJDUALS AGE 72 AND OVER.
(a) (1) Section 227(a) of the Social Security Act is amended by strik-

ing out "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$46", and by striking Out
"$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$23".

(2) Section 227(b) of such Act is amended by striking out "$40" and
inserting in lieu thereof "$46".

(b) (1) Section 228(b) (1) of such Act is amended by striking out "$40"
and inserting in lieu thereof "$46".

(2) Section 228(b) (2) of such Act is amended by striking out "$40"
and inserting in lieu thereof "$46", and by striking out "$20" and
inserting in lieu thereof "$23".

(3) Section 228(c) (2) of such Act is amended by striking out "$20"
and inserting in lieu thereof "$23".

(4) Section 228(c) (3) (A) of such Act is amended by striking out "$40"
and inserting in lieu thereof "$46".

(5) Section 228(c) (3) (B) of such Act is amended by striking out "$20"
and inserting in lieu thereof "$23".

(c) The amendments made by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply with
respect to monthly benefits under title II of the Social Security Act for
months after December 1969.
SEC. 1001. MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF A WIFE'S OR HUS.

BAND'S iNSURANCE BENEFIT.
(a) Section 202(b) (2) of the Social Security Act is amended to read

as follows:
"(2) Except as provided in subsection (q), such wife's insurance bene-

fit for each month shall be equal to one-half of the primary insurance
amount of her husband (or, in the case of a divorced wife, her former hus-
band) for such month."

(b) Section 202(c) (3) of such Act is amended to read as follows:
"(3) Except as provided in subsection (q), such husband's insurance

benefit for each month shall be equal to one-half of the primary insurance
amount of his wife for such month."

(c) Sections 202(e) (4) and 202(f) (5) of such Act are each amended by
striking out "whichever of the following is the smaller: (A) one-half of the
primary insurance amount of the deceased individual on whose wages and
self-employment income such benefit is based, or (B) $105" and inserting
in lieu thereof "one-half of the primary insurance amount of the deceased
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individual on whose wages and self-employment income such benefit is
based".

(d) The amendments made by subsections (a), (b), and (c) shall apply
with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the Social Security Act
for months after December 1969.

SEC. 1005. ALLOCATION To DISABILiTY INSURANCE
TRUST FUND.

(a) Section 201(b) (1) of the Social Security Act is amended—
(1) by striking out "and" at the end of clause (B); and
(2) by striking out "1967, and so reported," and inserting in lieu

thereof the following: "1967, and before January 1, 1970, and so
reported, and (D) 1.10 per centum of the wages (as so defined) paid
after December 31, 1969, and so reported,".

(b) Section 201(b) (2) of such Act is amended —
(1) by striking out "and" at the end of clause (B); and
(2) by striking out "1967," and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-

ing: "1967, and before January 1, 1970, and (D) 0.825 of 1 per
centum of the amount of self-employment income (as so defined) so
reported for any taxable year beginning after December 31, 1969,".

SEC. 1006. DISREGARDING OF RETROACTICE PAYMENT
OF OASDI BENEFiT INCREASE.

Notwithstanding the provisions of sections 2(a) (10), 402(a) (7),
1002 (a) (8), 1402(a) (8), and 1602(a) (13) and (14) of the Social Security
Act, each State, in determining need for aid or assistance under a State
plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part A of title IV,
of such Act, shall disregard (and the plan shall, be deemed to require
the State to disregard), in addition to any other amounts which the
State is required or permitted to disregard in determining such need,
any amount paid to an individual under title II of such Act (or under the
Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 by reason of the first proviso in section
3(e) thereof), in any month after December 1969, to the extent that (1)
such payment is attributable to the increase in monthly benefits under the
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance system for January or
February 1970 resulting from the enactment of this title, and (2) the
amount of such increase is paid separately from the rest of the monthly
benefit of such individual for January or February 1970.
SEC. 1007. DISREGARDiNG OF iNCOME OF OASD1 RE-

CIPIENTS IN DETERMINING NEED FOR
PUBLiC ASSISTANCE.

In addition to the requirements imposed by law as a condition of
approval of a State plan to provide aid or assistance in the form of money
payments to individuals under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social
Security Act, there is hereby imposed the requirement (and the plan
shall be deemed to require) that, in the case of any individual receiving
aid or assistance for any month a/ter March 1970 and before July 1970
who also receives in such month a monthly insurance benefit under title II
of such Act which is increased as a result of the enactment of the other
provisions of this title, the sum of the aid or assistance received by him for
such month, plus the monthly insurance benefit received by him in such
month (not including any part of such benefit which is disregarded under
section 1006), shall exceed the sum of the aid or assistance which would
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have been received by him for such month under such plan as in effect for
March 1970, plus the monthly insurance benefit which would have been
received by him in such month without regard to the other provisions of
this title, by an amount equal to $4 or (if less) to such increase in his
monthly insurance benefit under such title II (whether such excess is
brought about ly disregarding a portion of such monthly insurance
benefit or otherwise).

And the Senate agree to the same.
W. D. MILLS,
HALE BOGGS,
JOHN C. WATTS,
AL ULLMAN,
JOHN W. BYRNES,
JAMES B. UTT,
JACKSON E. BETTS,

Managers on the Part of the House.
RUSSELL B. LONG,
CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
ALBERT GORE,
HERMAN E. TALMADGE,
WALLACE F. BENNETT,
JACK MILLER,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.



STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE
HOUSE

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate
to the bill (H.R. 13270) to reform the income tax laws submit the
following in explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon by the
conferees and recommended in the accompanying conference report:

The Senate struck out all of the House bill after the enacting clause
and inserted a substitute amendment. The conference has agreed to a
substitute for both the Senate amendment and the House bill. The
following statement explains the principal differences between the
effect of the House bill and the effect of the substitute agreed to in
conference:

TITLE I—TAX EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS'

SUBTITLE A—PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS

1. Excise tax based on investment income (sec. 4940 of the code)
The House bill imposes a tax of 7.5 percent on the net investment

income of a private foundation for each taxable year.
The Senate amendment substitutes for the House provision an

annual audit-fee tax of one-tenth of 1 percent (one-fifth of 1 percent
for 1970) of the noncharitable assets of a private foundation, but in
no event less than $100.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4940 of the code) provides a tax of 4 percent of the net investment
income of each foundation for the taxable year.
2. Prohibitions against self-dealing (sec. 4941 of the code)

Both the House bill and the Senate amendment impose taxes on the
following acts of self-dealing:

(a) The sale, exchange, or leasing of properties between a pri-
vate foundation and a disqualified person,

(b) The lending of money or other extension of credit between
such persons,

(c) The furnishing of goods, services, or facilities between such
persons,

(d) The payment of compensation by a private foundation to a
disqualified person,

(e) The transfer to or use by, or for the benefit of, disqualified
persons of the income or assets of a private foundation, and

(f) Agreement by a private foundation to make any payment of
money or other property to a Government official (other than an
agreement to employ such individual for certain periods after
termination of Government service).

1 All references to titles, subtitles, and sections of the bill, unless otherwisespecified, will use the designa-
tion in the conference substitute.

(278)
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The Senate amendment adds a seventh category to the term
"self-dealing." It specifies that payment by a private foundation of
any of the taxes imposed under the new provisions added by the bill
upon any disqualified person constitutes self-dealing.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4941(d)(l) of the code) omits this category in view of the fact that
such payments are already considered to be self-dealing by paragraph
(e) referred to above.

The conferees also agree with the statement appearing in the report
of the Senate Committee on Finance to the effect that where stock is
bought or sold by the foundation in order to manipulate the price of
the stock for the benefit of a disqualified person (as referred to below),
then the foundation's assets have been used for the "benefit of a dis-
qualified person" within the meaning of paragraph (e) above.

The term "disqualified person", as it appears in both the House bill
and the Senate amendment, includes a substantial contributor to the
foundation. A substantial contributor under the House bill is anyone
who (with his spouse) contributes more than $5,000 in any one year
or who (with his spouse) contributes more than anyone else in any
one year, even though less than $5,000.

The Senate amendment modifies the definition of substantial con-
tributor to mean any person who contributes more than $5,000 to a
private foundation if such amount is more than 2 percent of the con-
tributions received by the foundation before the end of the year in
which the foundation receives the contribution of the person.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(a) of the substitute and sec.
507(d) (2) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

The Senate amendment also modifies the definition of a disqualified
person in other respects. The House bill provides that a general partner
of a substantial contributor is also to be treated as a disqualified person.
The Senate substitute limits this to an owner of more than 20 percent
of the profits interest of a partnership.

The conference subsitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4946(a)(1) of the code) follows the Senateamendment.

The House bill provides that a disqualified person includes a
member of the family (within the meaning of sec. 341(d) of the code)
of a substantial contributor, foundation manager or certain other
persons. Included in the definition in section 341(d) is a brother or
sister (and any of their cliscendants) of any of the foregoing persons.
The Senate amendment omit such brothers and sisters and their
descendants from the definition of the term "family."

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and see.
4946(d) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

Under both the House bill and the Senate amendment a violation
of the self-dealing provision results in an annual tax on the self-dealer
of 5 percent of the amount involved in the violation, if the self-dealing
is not corrected within an appropriate length of time, then a tax of 200
percent of the amount involved is imposed on the self-dealer. If the
foundation manager is knowingly involved in the self-deeling, a tax
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of 2.5 percent initially is imposed upon him (subject to a maximum of
$10,000). Where the foundation manager refuses to agree to the cor-
rection of the initial transaction, a tax of 50 percent 6f the amount
involved is imposed (subject to a maximum of $10,000). In the case
of repeated or willful violations, the tax imposed on the self-dealer or
foundation managers may be doubled. (A third level of tax may also
be assessed as described below in "Change of Status".)

The Senate amendment provides that the tax on the foundation
manager who knowingly participates in the self-dealing is not to apply
unless the violation is wi]lful and is not due to reasonable cause.
In addition, the amendment provides that the burden of proof that
a violation by a foundation manager is "knowing" is to be upon the
Government to the same extent as in civil fraud in present law.

The conference substitute (secs. 101(b) and (1) of the substitute and
sec. 4941 (a) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

The Senate amendment provides that in the case of leases and loans
outstanding on October 9, 1969, and also where under arrangements
in existence prior to that date, goods and services or facilities were
shared by a private foundation and a disqualified person, such trans-
actions are not to constitute self-dealing if the foundation receives
terms at least as favorable as terms offered to third parties in arm's-
length transactions. Under the amendment these existing arrangements
can continue for a period up to 10 years.

The conference substitute (sec. 101 (1) (2) of the substitute) follows
the Senate amendment but includes within the term "loan," reference
to "extension of credit."

The Senate amendment l)rovides that where a private foundation
and disqualified person, together owned on October 9, 1969, more
than 20 percent of the voting stock of a company, then the foundation
may make fair-market-value sales of that stock or nonvoting stock
to disqualified persons before January 1, 1975, so long as the sales
do not bring the combined holdings of the voting stock below 20
percent. After that date, such sales may be made to disqualified persons
only if the stock has to be disposed of in order to avoid violating
the excess business holdings rules, described below.

The conference substitute (sec. 101 (1)(2) of the substitute) follows
the Senate amendment.

The House bill and the Senate amendment both require as a
condition of tax exemption that a foundation's governing instrument
conform to the new provisions added by this bill (regarding the rules
relating to self-dealing, distribution of income, excess business holdings,
investments jeopardizing charitable purpose, and taxable expendi-
tures). Both the House bill and the Senate amendment give existing
organizations until 1972 to modify their governing instruments in
the respects set out above (or longer if it is impossible to conform
their governing instruments by that time.)

The House bill and Senate amendment also contain savings clauses
permitting fair-price sales of existing holdings to disqualified persons
under certain circumstances. The Senate amendment also I)rovides
that an organization's governing instrument need not prohibit ac-
tivities rhich are permitted to it under the excess business holdings
savings clauses.
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The conference substitute (sec. 101 (1)(6) of the substitute) follows
the Senate amendment and extends it to activities permitted under
any other of the special savings clauses.
3. Taxes on failure to distribute income (sec. 4942 of the code)

Both the House bill and the Senate amendment provide for the
imposition of taxes on a private foundation where it does not distribute
currently an amount equal to all of its income, or if higher, an amount
equal to a specified percentage of the value of its assets (other than
those assets currently being used in the active conduct of the founda-
tion's exempt activities).

Both the House bill and the Senate amendment provide that a tax
of 15 percent of the undistributed amount is to be imposed where there
has been a failure to distribute by the end of the taxable year after
the income is earned (unless certain exceptions apply). If the dis-
tribution of the remaining amount is not made during the "correction
period", a tax of 100 percent of the amount not distributed is then
imposed.

The minimum amount which must be paid out, for years beginning
in 1970, is the greater of the adjusted net income or 5 percent of the
assets (the Secretary or his delegate is authorized in certain years to
make changes in this percentage based upon changes in money rates
and investment yields).

The Senate amendment changes this percentage to 6 percent.
The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.

4942(e) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.
Both the House bill and the Senate amendment do not apply the

minimum investment return for the years 1970 and 1971.
In addition, the Senate amendment provides that the minimum

investment return is not to be more than 3.5 percent in 1972, 4 percent
iii 1973, 4.5 percent in 1974, 5 percent in 1975, and 5.5 percent in
1976.

The conference substitute (sec. 101 (1) (3) of the substitute) provides
that the minimum investment return is not to be more than 4.5 per-
cent in 1972, 5 percent in 1973, and 5.5 percent in 1974.

The Senate amendment allows foundations to make deficiency dis-
tributions (along the lines of deficiency dividend procedures presently
allowable to personal holding companies) if failure to distribute is due
to failure to properlyvalue the assets and is not willful but is due to
reasonable cause.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4942(a) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

Under the House bill the tax on investment income and any tax on
unrelated business income reduce the amount of the required current
distribution only when the foundation's income exceeds the minimum
percentage for that year.

The Senate amendment allows the audit-fee tax and any tax on
unrelated business income as deductions in determining the amount of
income which must be distributed currently.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4942(d) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

The Senate amendment makes it clear that reasonable administra-
tive expenses in operating a private foundation are also to be treated
as qualifying distributions.
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The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4942(g) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

Loans to individuals which are related to the exempt purpose for
which a private foundation was established (for example, student
loans) have generally been considered as qualifying distributions at the
time the loan was made. The Senate amendment also provides that
when the loan is repaid (or when amounts are received from the sale
of assets previously used for charitable purposes) these amounts should
be treated as income, for purposes of the minimum distribution require-
ment, to the extent the private foundation had previously treated the
amounts as expenditures which were qualifying distributions. (This
rule also applies where an amount previously set aside and treated as a
qualifying distribution at that time is no longer needed for the purpose
for which it was set aside.)

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4942(f) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

The House bill provides that where a private foundation spends more
than the minimum required distributable amount in a given year, the
excess expenditures over this amount are to be treated as qualifying
expenditures in the next 5 years. The Senate amendment makes it
clear that tho distributions in years before the first taxable year begin-
fling after December 31, 1969, are not to be taken into account for
purposes of applying this 5-year carryover rule.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4942(i) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

The Senate amendment provides that where written commitments
have been made before October 9, 1969, by one private foundation
to another private foundation, the grants made by December 31, 1974,
under such commitments are to be treated as qualifying distributions
if the foundation to which the distributions are made is not controlled
by the granting foundation. For the grant to be so treated, however,
it must be made for the charitable, educational, or other purpose
consistent with the basis for the organization's exemption.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(l)(3) of the substitute) follows
the Senate amendment but provides that the written commitment
must have been made before May 27, 1969.

The Senate amendment provides that if a corporation redeems
existing excess business holdings of a private foundation, such a
redemption is not to be treated as essentially the equivalent of a
dividend for purposes of determining the foundation's income that
must be distributed.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(1)(3) of the substitute) follows
the Senate amendment.
4. Taxes on excess business holdings (sec. 4943 of the code)

The House bill as a general rule limits to 20 percent the combined
ownership of a corporation's voting stock which may be held by a
foundation and all disqualified persons together. However, if someone
else can be shown to have control of the business, the 20-percent limit
is raised to 35 percent. Excess holdings acquired by gift or bequest in
the future under the House bill generally must be disposed of within 5
years.

The House bill provides that the 20-percent limit referred to above
(or the 35-percent limit if applicable) needs to be met with respect to



283

existing holdings only after the lapse of a 10-year period. The House
bifi also provides certain interim requirements of progressive partial
divestiture at the end of 2 years and at the end of 5 years.

The Senate amendment provides that in the case of present holdings
the combined holdings of a private foundation and all disqualified per-
sons in any one business (if at present in excess of 50 percent) must
generally be reduced to 50 percent by the end of the 10 years after the
date of enactment of the bill. However, where the combined holdings
now exceed 75 percent, an additional 5 years is allowed before the 50-
percent limit must be reached. Present holdings in excess of 20 per-
cent but less than 50 percent need not be decreased but also may not
be increased.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4943(c)(4) of the code) provides that where existing holdings are in
excess of 50 percent but are not in excess of 75 percent, a 10-year
period is to be available before the holdings must be reduced to 50
percent. If the holdings are more than 75 percent but not over 95
percent, the reduction to 50 percent need not occur for a 15-year
period. If the foundation itself holds more than 95 percent of a corpora-
tion's stock, the reduction to 50 percent need not occur until the lapse
of a 20-year period. The excess time provided above the 10 years in the
second case is not to be available if a disqualified person having 15 per-
cent or more of the stock of the corporation objects to this additional
time for disposition of the excess holdings.

If at the end of the 10, 15, or 20-year period referred to above, the
foundation and all disqualified persons together have holdings not
in excess of 50 percent and the foundation has holdings of not more
than 25 percent, then no further divestiture is required in order for
the taxes on excess holdings not to apply. If the disqualified persons
together hold no more than 2 percent of the stock, then the foundation
is not subject to the 25-percent limit of the preceding sentence (how-
ever, the 50-percent total still applies to the combined holdings at
the end of this first period); then the foundation is to have 15 addi-
tional years to bring its holdings of the stock in question down to 35
percent without imposition of any tax under this provision.

The House bill and the Senate amendment both permit 'air price
sales by a private foundation to disqualified persons in the case of
existing excess business holdings without tax consequences.

Under the Senate amendment fair market value exchanges and other
dispositions are also permitted under the same conditions as in the
case of sales.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(1) (2) of the substitute) follows
the Senate amendment.
5. Taxes on investments whith jeopardize charitable purpose (sec. 4944

of the code)
At present a private foundation loses its tax exemption if its

accumulated income is invested in such a manner as to jeopardize
the carrying out of its charitable purposes. The House bill and the
Senate amendment provide that unless this test is met with respect to
all of its assets (not merely its accumulated income), a foundation will
be subject to a special tax.
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The House bill provides that where a foundation invests in a
manner which would jeopardize the carrying out of its charitable
purposes a tax is to be imposed equal to 100 percent of the investment.

The Senate amendment provides an initial tax on private founda-
tions of 5 percent of the amount involved, and an initial tax on the
foundation manager, where he novingly jeopardizes the carrying
out of the foundation's exempt purposes, of 5 percent (up to a maxi-
mum of $5,000 on the manager). The Senate amendment also modifies
the second level tax where the jeopardy situation is not corrected by
providing a 25-percent tax on the foundation and a -percent tax
on the foundation manager who refuses to take action to correct the
situation. (In the case of the foundation manager, this sanction may
not exceed $10,000.)

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4944 of the code) follows the Senate amendment.
6. Taxes on taxable expenditures (sec. 4945 of the code)

Among the activities which under the House bill give rise to taxable
expenditures are those to influence the outcome of any public election.

The Senate amendment modifies this to prohibit expenditures for
the purpose of influencing the outcome of any specific public election.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4945(d) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

Both the House bill and the Senate amendment provide for taxes on
expenditures where the private foundations spend money on activities
generally referred to as lobbying expenditures. The House bill pro-
hibits expenditures on attempts to influence legislation through at-
tempts to affect the opinion of the general public.

The Senate amendment taxes expenditures where attempts are made
to influence legislation by attempting to cause members of the general
public to propose, support, or oppose legislation.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b)'of the substitute and sec.
4945(e) of the code) follows the House provision except that the
managers on the part of the House desire to make it clear that in
retaining this languge it is not intended to prevent the examination
of broad social, economic, and similar problems of the type the Gov-
ernment could be expected to deal with ultimately, even though this
would not permit lobbying on matters hich have been proposed for
legislative action. In addition, the conferees are in accord with the
Senate Finance Committee's report language regarding the applica-
tion of this provision to noncommercial educational broadcasting.

The House bill attempts to influence legislation through private
communications with persons who participate in the formation of
legislation other than through making available the results of non-
partisan analysis or research (except that private foundations could
communicate with respect to their own tax-exempt status, etc.).

The Senate amendment would tax attempts to influence legislation
through communications with Government personnel who may partici-
pate in the formation of legislation except in the case of technical
advice or assistance provided to a governmental body in response to
a written request by such. body or person. In addition, an exception is
provided where the activity consists of making available nonpartisan
analysis, study, or research and an exception is also provided for
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communications with respect to the tax-exempt status, etc., of the
foundation itself.

The House bill provides that where a foundation invests in a
4945(e) of the code) follows the Senate amendment except that in
the case of technical advice or assistance provided to a governmental
body in response to a written request by such body or member of
such body, the substitute limits the request which can be made of
this type to requests by the body itself or a subdivision such as a com-
mittee of such body and provides that the response can be given
only to such body or subdivision.

The House bill provides for the imposition of taxes on expenditures
for grants to organizations other than public charities unless the
granting organization becomes responsible for how the money is
spent and for providing information to the Secretary or his delegate
regarding the expenditures.

Under the Senate amendment this expenditure responsibility does
not make the granting foundation an insurer of the activity of the
organization to which it makes a grant, if it uses reasonable efforts
and establishes adequate procedures so that the funds will be •used
for public charitable purposes. In effect, this provides a "prudent
man" standard in such cases and would permit, for example, without
imposition of tax, situations where an organization to whom the
grant is made supplies a certified audit as to the purpose of the
expenditures.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4945(h) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

The House bill provides that voter registration drives are to be
permitted where: (1) the organization's principal activity is non-
partisan political activity; (2) the organization's nonpartisan political
activities are carried on in five or more States; (3) substantially all of
the support (other than gross investment income) normally comes from
five or more independent exempt organizations or from the general
public; and (4) no more than 25 percent of the support (other than
gross investment income) may normally come from any one exempt
organization.

The Senate amendment provides that voter registration drives are
to be permitted where: (1) the organization's activities are non-
partisan; (2) the organization's activities are carried on in more than
one State; (3) substantially all of the support (other than gross in-
vestment income) normally comes from three or more independent
exempt organizations, government, or the general public; (4) no
more than 40 percent of the support (other than gross investment
income) may come from any one exempt organization in 5 consecutive
years; and (5) voter registration drive contributions may not be
subject to the condition that they be used in only one specific election
period.
• The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.

4945(f) of the code) provides that voter registration drives areto be
permitted where: (1) the organization's principal activities are non-
partisan; (2) the organization's activities are carried on in five or more
States; (3) not over 50 percent of the organization's support is derived
from gross investment income; (4) no more than 25 percent of the
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support (other than gross investment income) may come from any
one exempt organization in 5 consecutive years; and (5) voter regis-
tration drive contributions may not be subject to the condition that
they may be used in only one specific election period.

Under the House bill there is one level of taxation in the case of
expenditures for activities representing taxable expenditures. A tax
equal to 100 percent of the amount improperly spent is provided plus a
tax on the foundation manager who knowingly makes the improper
expenditure of 50 percent of that amount.

The Senate substitute provides an initial tax of 10 percent of the
amount improperly spent (plus a tax of 2 percent up to a maximum
of $5,000 on the foundation manager who knowingly makes the im-
proper expenditure). The second tax (100 percent) is to apply later
only if the foundation fails to correct the earlier improper action to
the extent possible. In addition, the second level (50 percent) tax on
the manager (up to a maximum of $10,000) is to apply later only if
he refuses to agree to the correction.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and secs.
4945(a), (b), and (c) of the code) follows the Senate amendment ex-
cept that if full recovery of the expenditure is not possible, then (in
order to avoid the second-level tax) the foundation must take such
additional corrective action as may be prescribed by regulations.
7. Disclosure and publicity requirements (secs. 6033, 6034, 6056, 6104,

6652, 6685, and 7207 of the code)
The House bill provides that every exempt organization (whether

or not a private foundation) must file an annual information return,
except where the Secretary or his delegate determines that this is
unnecessary for efficient tax administration.

The Senate amendment provides two exceptions from this pro-
vision. First it exempts churches and their integrated auxiliary or-
ganizations and associations or conventions of churches from the
requirement of filing this annual information return (where the church
or its auxiliary organization, etc., is engaged in an unrelated trade or
business, however, it would still be required to file an unrelated busi-
ness income tax return). The integrated auxiliary organizations to
which this applies include the church's religious school, youth group,
and men's and women's clubs.

The Senate amendment also exempts from the requirement for filing
the annual information return any organization that normally has
gross receipts of $5,000 or less where the organization is of a type not
required to file an information return under present law. (As under the
House bill, in addition to these two exempt categories the Secretary or
his delegate can exempt other types of organizations from the filing
requirement if he concludes that the information is not of significant
value.)

The conference substitute (sec. 101(d) of the substitute and sec.
6033(a) of the code) follows the Senate amendment except that it also
exempts from the filing requirement any religious order with respect to
its exclusively religious activities (but not including any educational,
charitable, or other exempt activities which would serve as a basis of
exemption under section 501(c)(3) if an organization which is not a
religious organization is required to report with respect to such
activities).
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The H'ouse bill requires that there be shown on each information
return the names and addresses of all substantial contributors, direc-
tors, trustees, and other management officials, and of highly compen-
sated employees. Compensation and other payments to managers and
highly compensated employees also must be shown.

The Senate amendment differs from the House bill provision oniy in
that it does not require the names and addresses of substantial con-
tributors to be disclosed to the public in the case of exempt organiza-
tions other than private foundations. (Such organizations would,
however, still be required to disclose these names to the Internal
Revenue Service.)

The conference substitute (sec. 101(e) of the substitute and sec.
6104(b) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

The Senate amendment provides that private foundations with at
least $5,000 of assets at any time during the year are required to
file an annual report providing information in addition to that previ-
ously described. The principal additional information consists of lists
of assets showing book and market values, lists of grants (including
amounts and purposes thereof), and grantees' names, as well as other
information. In addition to this information being filed with the
Service, a copy of this annual report must be made available to any
citizen at the foundation's office for at least 180 days and the
foundation must publicize its availability.

The conference substitute (secs. 101(d) and (e) of the substitute
and sees. 6056, 6104, 6652, 6685, and 7207 of the code) follows the
Senate amendment.
8. Termination of private foundation status and certain other rules with

respect to sec. 501 (c) (3) organizations (secs. 507 and 508 of the
code)

The House bill provides that an organization which was a private
foundation for its last taxable year ending before May 27, 1969, or
becomes one subsequently may not change its status unless it repays
to the Government the aggregate tax benefits (with interest) which
have resulted from its tax-exempt status. (This tax may be abated,
however, as described below.) The tax benefits to be repaid in these
cases are the net increases in income, estate, and gift taxes which
would have been imposed upon the organization and all substantial
contributors if the organization had been liable for income taxes and
if its contributors had not received deductions for contributions to
the organization.

If a private foundation is required to pay this tax or volunteers to
pay this tax in order to change its status, the Secretary or his dele-
gate may then abate any part of the tax which has not been paid if
the foundation (1) distributes all of its assets to organizations which
had been public charities for 5 years or (2) itself operates for at least
5 years as a section 501(c)(3) organization which is not a private
foundation.

The Senate amendment modifies this provision in several respects:
(1) it provides that an existing private foundation need not o through
the "change of status" process if it becomes a public charity by the
end of its first taxable year beginning after December 31, 1969; (2) if
the foundation intends to change its status by acting as a public
charity for 5 years it must notify the Secretary or his delegate in
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advance of its intention to do so as well as demonstrate at the end of
the period that it has fully lived up to the appropriate requirements;
(3) where the private foundation volunteers to change its status by
acting in all respects as a public charity for at least 5 years, the founda-
tion is to be classified as a public charity during the 5-year period
(should the organization fail to act as a public charity during that
period it would lose its status as of that date as a public charity but
it would still be subject to the "change of status" rules during this
period); (4) the tax on the change of status may be abated if the
Secretary or his delegate is satisfied that corrective action to preserve
the foundation's assets for charity has been taken by the State
attorney general or other appropriate State official under the super-
vision of the appropriate courts.

The conference substitute (sec. 101 (a) of the substitute and sec.
507 of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

The House bill provides that new exempt organizations (those
coming into existence after May 26, 1969) must notify the Secretary
or his delegate if they claim exempt status under section 501(c) (3).
It also requires that they and existing organizations notify the Secre-
tary or his delegate if they claim to be other than private foundations.
In addition, the House bill provides that the Treasury Department
may exempt from either or both of these notification requirements
the following: churches (or conventions and associations of churches),
schools and colleges, and any other class of organization where the
Treasury determines that full compliance is not necessary for efficient
administration.

The Senate amendment modifies the House bill in several respects.
It provides that the organizations which must notify the Service as
to their exempt status are those coming into existence after October 9,
1969, rather than after May 26, 1969; it provides that churches, their
integrated auxiliaries and conventions or associations of churches are
not in any event to be required to claim exempt status in order to be
exempt from tax, nor are they to be required to file with the Secre-
tary or his delegate in order to avoid classification as private founda-
tions; and it exclude from these notice rules those educational or public
charitable organizations whose gross receipts normally are $5,000 or
less. In addition, the Senate amendment requires special information
returns to be filed by exempt organizations upon their liquidation,
dissolution, or substantial contraction.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(a) of the substitute and see.
508 of the code) follows the Senate amendment.
9. Private foundation defined (sec. 509 of the code)

The House bill in general defines private foundations as organiza-
tions described in section 501(c) (3) of the code other than:

(1) Organizations contributions to which may be deducted to
the extent of 30 percent (or 50 percent under the bill) of an
individual's income;

(2) Broadly publicly supported organizations; and
(3) Organizations organized and operated exclusively for the

benefit of one or more of the types of organizations described in
(1) or (2) above which are controlled by one or more of these
organizations or are operated in connection with one of them and
are not controlled by disqualified persons; and
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(4) Organizations organized and operated exclusively for
testing for public safety.

The Senate amendment in general provides that an organization
which would meet all of the tests of the third category described
above except that it is operated in connection with more than one
organization, nevertheless may qualify where all of the organizations
it operates in connection with are educational organizations.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(a) of the substitute and sec.
509(a) of the code) follows the Senate amendment except that it
provides that an organization which meets all of the tests of the third
category described above except that it is operated in connection
with two or more specific organizations may qualify where all of the
specific organizations are the type of organizations described in (1)
or (2) above.

The Senate amendment also provides that a foundation which is
run in conjunction with an organization exempt under paragraphs (4),
(5), or (6) of section 501(c) (such as a social welfare, labor, or agricul-
tural organization, business league, or real estate board, etc.) which is
publicly supported is to be treated as meeting the publicly supported
tests for purposes of being a public charity rather than a private
foundation.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(a) of the substitute and sec.
509(a) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.
10. Private operating foundation defined (Sec. 4942(j) of the code)

The House bill provides that an operating foundation is a private
foundation substantially all of whose income is spent directly for the
active conduct of its activities representing the purpose or function for
which it is organized and operated. The foundation must also meet
one of two other tests. The first of these alternative tests requires
that substantially more than half of the assets of the foundation must
be devoted directly to the activities for which it is organized or to
functionally related businesses. The second alternative covers cases
where the organization normally receives substantially all of its sup-
port (other than gross investment income) from five or more exempt
organizations or private individuals. In this case not more than 25
percent of the foundation's support (other that gross investment) may
be received from any of these exempt organizations.

Under the Senate amendment, in addition to the categories that
meet the private operating foundation definition under the House bill,
another category also qualifies. The new category is a private founda-
tion substantially all of whose income is spent directly for the active
conduct of its activities representing the purpose or function for which
it is organized and operated and where the organization's endowment
based upon a rate of return of 80 percent of the minimum investment
rate (for purposes of minimum distribution requirement) is no more
than adequate to meet its current operating expenses.

The conference substitute (sec. 101(b) of the substitute and sec.
4942(j)(3) of the code) follows the Senate amendment but modifies
the rate of return referred to above to 66% percent.
11. Hospitals (sec. 501 of the code)

The House bill provides that hospitals, if they meet all the other
requirements of section 501 (c) (3), are exempt under that provision,
whether or not they provide charitable services on a no-cost or low-
cost basis. The Senate amendment strikes out these provisions.

38—375 O—69—-———19



290

The conference substitute (sec. 101(j) of the substitute and sec.
501(c) (3) of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

SUBTITLE B—OTHER TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS

1. Unrelated debt-financed income (sec. 514 of the code)
The House bill provides that all exempt organizations' income from

"debt-financed" property which is unrelated to their charitable
function is to be subject to tax in the proportion in which the property
is financed by the debt. Capital gains on the sale of debt-financed
property also are taxed. Exceptions are made for property to be
used for an exempt purpose of the organization within a reasonable
time and also for property acquired by gift or inheritance under
certain conditions. Special exceptions are also provided for the
sale of annuities and for debts insured by the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration to finance low- and moderate-income housing.

The Senate amendment makes minor or technical modifications
in the House bill.

The conference substitute (sec. 121(d) of the substitute and sec.
514 of the code) in general follows the Senate amendment.
2. Tax on unrelated business income (secs. 511 and 512 of the code)

The House bill extends the unrelated business income tax to all
exempt organizations (except U.S. instrumentalities). The bill
contains several administrative provisions including one providing
that no audit of a church, its integrated auxiliaries or convention
or association of churches is to be made unless the principal internal
revenue officer for the region believes the church may be engaged
in a taxable activity. Churches will not be subject to tax under this
provision for 6 years on businesses they now own.

The Senate amendment among other technical provisions provides
that the unrelated business income tax is not to apply to a religious
order or to an educational institution maintained by such religious
orders or by a State that has held unrelated businesses which provide
services under licenses issued by a Federal regulatory agency for 10
years or more, if the unrelated business distributes not less than 90
percent of its earnings each year and it is established to the satisfaction
of the Secretary or his delegate that rates and other charges for
services charged by such a business are fully competitive with, and
do not exploil, similar businesses operated in the same general area.

The conference substitute (sec. 121(b)(2)(C) of the substitute
and secs. 511 and 512 of the code) follows the Senate amendrient
except that it does not extend this provision to educational institu-
tions maintained by a State.

The fact that an unrelated business income tax is payable by an
organization is not intended to mean that the organization should,
or should not, retain its exemption. This is to be determined on the
basis of the organization's overall activities without regard to the fact
that some of its activities are subject to the unrelated business income
tax.
3. Taxation of investment income of social, fraternal and similar orga-

nizations (sec. 512 of the code)
The House bill provides for the taxation (at regular corporate

rates) of the investment income of social clubs, fraternal beneficiary
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associations and employee beneficiary associations. In the case of the
income of fraternal beneficiary associations and employees beneficiary
associations this tax does not apply, however, to the extent the
income is set aside to be used only for the exempt insurance function
of these organizations or for charitable purposes. In any year such
an amount is taken out of the setaside and used for any other purpose,
however, this amount becomes subject to tax at that time.

The Senate amendment modifies the House bill by excluding frater-
nal beneficial associations from the tax on investment income. It also
provides a new category of exemption for fraternal beneficiary associa-
tions where the fraternal activities are largely religious, charitable, or
educational in nature but where no insurance is provided for the
members.

The conference substitute (sec. 121(b) of the substitute and sec. 512
of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

The Senate amendment extends the exemption from the investment
income tax available in the House bill for fraternal beneficiary associa-
tions and employees beneficiary associations in the case of amounts set
aside for charitable purposes to social clubs. The Senate amendment
also provides that the tax on investment income is not to apply to the
gain from the sale of assets used by the organizations in the perform-
ance of their exempt functions to the extent that the proceeds are
reinvested in assets used for such exempt functions beginning 1 year
before the date of the sale and ending 3 years after that date.

The conference substitute (sec. 121(b) of the substitute and sec.
512 of the code) follows the Senate amendment.

4. Interest, rent and royalties from controlled corporations (sec. 512 of
the code)

The House bill provides that where a tax-exempt organization owns
more than 80 percent of a taxable subsidiary, interest, annuities,
royalties, and rents received by it are to be treated as "unrelated
business income" and subject to tax. The deductions connected with
the production of this income are allowed.

The Senate amendment makes minor and technical modifications
in the House bill.

The conference substitute (sec. 121(b) of the substitute and see.
512 of the code) generally follows the Senate amendment with minor
modifications.
5. Limitation on deductions of none xempt membership organizations

(sec. 277 of the code)
The House bill provides that in the case of a taxable membership

organization, the deductions for expenses incurred in supplying serv-
ices, facilities, or goods to the members is to be allowed only to the
extent of the income received from these members.

The Senate amendment modifies this provision to exclude from its
application organizations which receive prepaid dues income as
consideration for services and also securities and commodity exchanges
organized on a membership basis. The Senate amendment also pro-
vides a carryover to succeeding years of the cost of furnishing services,
facilities or goods to members where this exceeds the income from
members. It also treats as income received from members income
received from institutes and trade shows. The Senate Amendment
further postpones the effective date of this provision until 1971.
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The conference substitute (sec. 121(b) of the substitute and sec. 277
of the code) follows the Senate amendment except that, in the case of
institutes and trade shows it limits the treatment described above to
those institutes and trade shows which are primarily for the education
of members.
6. Income from advertising, etc., activities (sec. 513 of the code)

The House bill provides that the term "trade or business" for
purposes of the tax on unrelated business income includes any activity
which is carried on for the production of income from the sale of goods
or the performance of services. It further indicates that for this purpose
an activity does not lose its identity as a trade or business merely
because it is carried on within a larger aggregate of similar businesses
which may, or may not, be related to the exempt purposes of the
organization.

The Senate amendment provides that the provision should apply
only in the case of advertising in the case of a sale by a hospital
pharmacy of drugs to persons other than hospital patients and to the
operation of a racetrack by an exempt organization.

The conference substitute (sec. 121(c) of the subtitute and sec.
513 of the code) follows the House bill except that it provides that
where an activity carried on for profit constitutes an unrelated trade
or business no part of it is to be excluded from such classification
merely because it does not result in profit.

TITLE TI—INDIVIDUAL DEDUCTIONS

* * * * *
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SUBTITLE D—MOVING EXPENSES (sEcs. 217 AND 82 OF THE CODE)

The House bill extends the present moving expense deduction
to -cover three additional types of job-related moving expenses:

(1) Traveling, meals, and lodging expenses for premove house-
hunting trips;

(2) Expenses for meals and lodging in the general location of
the new job location for a period of up to 30 days after obtain-
ing employment; and
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(3) Expenses incident to the sale of a residence or a settlement
of a lease at the old job location or to the purchase of a reidence
or the acquisition of a lease at the new job location. A limitation of
$2,500 is placed on the deduction allowed for these three addi-
tional categories of moving expenses. In addition, expenses for
house hunting trips and temporary living expenses may not
account for more than $1,000 of the $2,500. The House bill
provides that the 39-week test is to be waived if the taxpayer is
unable to satisfy it due to circumstances beyond his control.
In addition, the House bill requires that reimbursements of
moving expenses must be included in gross income.

The Senate amendment modifies the House bill in the following
respects:

(1) The moving expense deduction (both the categories which
are deductible under p1esent law and those made deductible
by this bill) are extended to self-employed persons. However,
the period of time the self-employed person is required to work
at the new location is extended from 39 to 78 weeks.

(2) The moving expense deduction which may be claimed by
a husband and wife, both of whom work, is limited to the amount
which could be claimed if only one were employed.

(3) The Senate amendment provides that the taxpayer's
new principal place of work must be located at least 20 miles
(the same as under existing law instead of the 50 miles as provided
by the House bill) farther from his former residence than his
former place of work. However, the distance between the two
points is to be the shortest of the more commonly traveled
routes between these two points rather than the distance between
the two points.

The conference substitute (sec. 231 of the substitute and secs.
217 and 82 of the code) follows the Senate amendment except that
it substitutes a 50-mile test for the 20-mile test referred to in No. 3
above. In addition, the conference substitute permits taxpayers who
move before July 1, 1970, pursuant to notices received from their
employers on or before December 19, 1969, to apply the provisions
of existing law rather than the new provisions.
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TITLE V—ADJUSTMENTS AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS AND CORPORATIONS

* * * * *
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The Senate amendment deletes these provisions of the House bill.
The conference substitute (sec. 506 of the substitute and secs. 901

and 904 of the code) provides that a foreign tax credit is not to be al-
lowed for foreign taxes imposed on foreign mineral income considered
on a country-by-country basis to the extent the foreign tax is attribut-
able to the percentage depletion allowance granted by the United
States. Thus, excess foreign tax credits attributable to the percentage
depletion allowance on mineral income from a foreign country cannot
reduce U.S. tax payable on other foreign income. For this purpose
mineral income includes income from extraction, processing, trans-
portation, distribution, and sales of the primary products derived from
the mineral or the mineral itself. This rule applies to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1969. Taxpayers who previously elected
the overall limitation on the foreign tax credit may revoke the election
without the consent of the Treasury Department for the taxpayer's
first taxable year beginning after 1969.

SUBTITLE B—CAPITAL GAINS AND LOSSES

* * * * *
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5 . Total distribution from qualified pension, etc., plans (sees. 402(a),
403(a) (2), and 72(n) of the code)

The House bill limits the extent to which capital gains treatment
is to be allowed for lump-sum distributions from qualified employee
trusts (qualified pension, profit sharing, stock bonus, and annuity
plans). Amounts attributable to employer contributions for plan years
beginning after 1969 are treated as ordinary income. All other amounts
received in the lump-sum distribution continue to be accorded capital
gains treatment if received in one taxable year upon separation from
employment or death. A special 5-year "forward" averaging is pro-
vided for the amounts to be treated as ordinary income. The tax on
this amount may be recomputed at the end of 5 years by including
one-fifth of the ordinary income amount in gross income for the 5 tax-
able years. If the recomputed tax determined in this manner results
in a lower tax than previously pQid, the taxpayer would be entitled
to a refund.

The Senate amendment deletes this provision from the bill.
The conference substitute (sec. 515 of the substitute and secs.

402(a), 403(a) (2), and 72(n) of the code) follows the House provision
whereby employer contributions to qualified pension, profit sharing,
stock bonus, and annuity plans for plan years beginning after 1969
are to be treated as ordinary income when received in a lump-sum
distribution. The amounts to be treated as ordinary income, however,
are to be eligible for a special 7-year "forward" averaging. In addition,
the amounts received by the employee as compensation (other than
deferred compensation) during the taxable year the lump-sum dis-
tribution is received and the capital gains portion of the lump-sum
distribution are not to be taken into account for the calculation of
the tax on the ordinary income portion of the distribution under the
7-year special averaging procedure. There is no recomputation or
refund procedure.

* * * * *
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SUBTITLE D—SUBCHAPTER S CORPORATIONS (SEC. 1379 OF THE CODE)

Both the House bill and the Senate amendment provide limit a-
tions similar to those contained in the retirement plans for individuals
(the so-called H.R. 10-type plans) with respect to contributions made
by subchapter S corporations to the retirement plans for individuals
who are "shareholder-employees." Under the bill, a shareholder-
employee must include in his income the contributions made by the
corporation under a qualified plan on his behalf to the extent con-
tributions exceed 10 percent of his salary or $2,500, whichever is less.

The Senate amendment makes the following modifications in the
House provision:

(1) The definition of a shareholder-employee is changed from
an employee or officer who owns more than 5 percent of the
corporation's stock to one who holds 10 percent or more.

(2) The provision is not to apply until taxable years beginning
after 1970. The House bill would apply this provision to taxable
years beginning after 1969.

The conference substitute (sec. 531 of the substitute and sec. 1379
of the code) follows the Senate amendment deferring the application
of this provision to 1971. The conference substitute, however, does
not follow the Senate amendment changing the percentage relating
to the definition of a shareholder-employee.

B. HOUSE PROVISION OMITTED—COOPERATIVES (SEC. 531 OF THE HOUSE
BILL)

The House bill requires cooperatives to revo!v ut patronage divi-
denUs and per unit retains within 15 years from the time the written



notice of allocation was made or the per unit retain certificate was
issued. In addition, the percentage of patronage allocations which
must be paid out currently in cash or by qualified check are increased
under the House bill from 20 to 50 percent. The additional 30 percent
is to be paid with respect to the current allocation or in redemption of
prior allocations. rfhe increase in the required payout is phased in
ratably over a 10-year period.

The Senate amendment omits this provision.
The conference substitute omits this provision.
The conference noted that the Treasury Department and congres-

sional staffs had been requested by the Committee on Finance to
study problems in the tax treatment of cooperatives, particularly as
to whether cooperatives engage in activities which are unrelated to
the purpose for which special tax treatment is given and that a report
had been requested on this subject. The conferees requested that
this report be made by January 1, 1972.

* * * * *
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TITLE IX—MISCELLANEOTJS PROVISIONS

4 4 4 4 4
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SUBTITLE C—MISCELLANEOUS ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

* * * * *
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4. Declarations of estimated tax by farmers (sec. 6015 of the code)
The House bifi does not include this provision.
The Senate amendment advances the due date for ffling of tax

returns by farmers and fishermen in order to be excused from filing
declarations of estimated tax from February 15 to March 15.

The conference substitute (sec. 944 of the substitute and sec.
6015 of the code) advances this date from February 15 to March 1.

* * * * *
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E. FNATE PROVISIONS OMITTED

* * * * *
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2. Deductions for medical care, medicine, and drugs for individuals who
have attained the age of 65 (sec. 914 of the Senate amendment)

No such provision is contained in the House bill.
The Senate amendment eliminates the 3 and 1 percent floors

applicable to medical and drug expenses of individuals age 65 and
over.

The conference substitute omits this provision.

* * * * *
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7. Reporting of medical payments (sec. 944 of Senate amendment)
No such provision is contained in the House bill.
The Senate amendment requires the filing of information returns

for payments of $600 or more to a supplier of medical goods and
services including doctors and dentists. The information return re-
quirement also applies to bills for services by doctors, dentists, etc.,
which are reimbursed by the insurance company or other organiza-
tions to the patient.

The conference substitute omits this provision.

* * * * *
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TITLE X—INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

The Senate amendment added to the House bill a new title X (the
"Social Security Amendments of 1969") increasing social security
benefits and making related changes in the OASDI and public assist-
ance programs.
1. Benefit increase and related OASDI provisions

The Senate amendment increased regular OASDI benefits by 15
percent with a minimum primary insurance amount of $100, be-
ginning January 1970, and provided a similar (15 percent) increase in
the special payments for certain individuals aged 72 and older who
have no coverage or whose coverage is insufficient to qualify for
regular benefits. In addition, it eliminated the $105 limitation on
wife's, husband's, widow's, and widower's insurance benefits, revised
the allocation of tax receipts between the OASI and DI trust funds,
and raised from $7,800 to $12,000 (beginning January 1973) the
social security earnings base for benefit and tax purposes.

Although the House bill itself had no corresponding provisions, H.R.
15095 (which passed the House on December 15, 1969) contained pro-
visions which are the same as those in the Senate amendment except
that (a) the minimum primary insurance amount is left at $64 (the
figure which results from simply applying the 15-percent increase to
the existing $55 minimum), and (b) the earnings base is not raised
above its present level of $7,800.

The conference substitute (secs. 1002 through 1005) follows H.R.
15095; i.e., it retains, with technical modifications, those benefit in-
crease provisions of the Senate amendment which are also contained
in }i.R. 15095 and omits those provisions (the specially increased
minimum PTA and the higher earnings base) which are not.
2. Public assistance provisions

The Senate amendment also contained provisions designed to assure
that at least a part of the OASDI benefit increase will be reflected in
the total income of public assistance recipients; under these provisions
each State is required, in determining need under any of the public
assistance programs, to disregard any retroactive social security bene-
fit increase payments (including those made under future laws as
well as those resulting from this increase), and in addition to disregard
$7.50 per month of the income of each adult public 'assistance recipient
or (if the State is already satisfying this requirement) to otherwise
provide at least a $7.50 increase in the amount of such recipient's aid
or assistance.

The conference substitute contains provisions which are similar in
intent to those in the Senate amendment.

Under section 1006 of the conference substitute, each State is
required (in determining the need of its public assistance recipients)
to disregard any retroactive payment of the OASDI benefit increase
provided by the bill for January 'and February 1970, which is expected
to be paid (by separate check) in April; but this requirement would
be limited to the situation created by the bill and would not apply to
any retroactive payments which may result from future laws.

Under section 1007 of the conference substitute, each State is also
required (in determining the need of its public assistance recipients)
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to assure that every recipient of aid or assistance under any of its
adult public assistance programs who also receives an OASDI benefit
which is increased under the bill will realize an increase in the total of
his public assistance and OASDI benefit payments equal to $4 a
month (or the amount of the increase in his OASDI benefit if less),
whether such increase in his total payments is brought about by
disregarding a portion of his OASDI benefit or otherwise (e.g., by
raising the State's standard of assistance for all recipients under the
program involved). This requirement is made applicable only to
months before July 1970 in order to allow the Congress time to
consider the matter in connection with its work on major welfare
proposals early next year.

The 15-percent OASDI benefit increase will mean an average
$9.50 increase to those beneficiaries also eligible for public assistance
under the programs of aid or assistance to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled. This increase is more than sufficient to meet the requirement
(discussed above) that all such persons have their total incomes
raised by $4 a month. Moreover, for practically all States, the savings
from the remaining $5.50 will be sufficient to raise the incomes of
those not receiving OASDI benefits by $4 a month; and the conferees
hope that the States will do so.
Senate provision omitted——social secarity retirement age

The Senate amendment contained a provision making qualified
individuals eligible for actuarially reduced OASDI benefits at age 60,
instead of at age 62 as under present law, to be effective upon a
determination by the President that it is desirable to expand consumer
purchasing power by making additional persons eligible for such
benefits. The conference substitute omits this provision.

MISCELLANEOUS SENATE PROVISIONS OMITTED

1. Submittal of Federal funds budget information to the Congress
The House bill did not contain this provision.
The Senate amendment requires the President to send a report to

Congress to accompany the budget and each supplemental appropria-
tion request in which he describes the extent to which the request will
result directly or indirectly in a surplus or deficit in the Federal funds
portion of the budget or an increase or decrease in the national debt
of the United States. The supporting factors and circumstances which
form the basis for the effects on the debt and Federal funds budget
also are to be presented in the report. The report is to be sent to the
Committees on Appropriations and Ways and Means of the House
of Representatives and the Committees Ofl Appropriations and Fi-
nance of the Senate.

The conference substitute omits this provision.
2. Presidential ('ommissiort on Philanthropic Activities

The House bill did iiot contain this provision.
The Senate ametidmeiit creates a Presidential Commission on

Pluiluiithropic Activities to study whether the national interest
requires pliilanthroinc and similar tax—exernl)t activity and the
effect of the internal revenue laws on such activity.

The conference substitute omits this provision.
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3. Securities and Exchange registration of tax-exempt securities
The House bill did not contain this provision.
The Senate amendment exempts States and municipalities from

the requirement that they register with the Securities and Exchange
Commission any industrial development bonds which they propose to
issue if the issue qualifies for tax exemption under the tax laws
including both the $1 and $5 billion exemptions.

The conference substitute omits this provision. Nevertheless, the
conferees are concerned at the time required and costs involved in
these small issues of industrial revenue bonds. It recommends to the
Securities and Exchange Commission that it give serious considera-
tion to expediting its consideration of these issues and reducing the
the registration requirements and costs of these small industrial
revenue bond issues.

(4) Capitol Guide Service
The House bill did not contain this provision.
The Senate amendment establishes within the Congress of the

United States an organization to be known as the Capitol Guide
Service. This organization is to provide, without charge, guided tours
of the interior of the U.S. Capitol Building for the education and
enlightment of the general public.

The conference substitute omits this provision.
W. D. MILLS,
HALE BOGGS,
JOHN C. WATTS,
AL ULLMAN,
JOHN W. BYRNES,
JAMES B. UTT,
JACKSON E. BETTS,

Managers on the part of the House.
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON HR. 13270,
TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I call up the
conference report on the bill (HR. 13270)
to reform the income tax laws, and ask
unanimous consent that the statement
of the managers on the part of the House
be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the statement, as fol-

lows:

* * * * *
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Mr. MILLS (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, the statement of the managers
on the part of the House Is rather
lengthy, and since we do have some 2
hours to discuss the conference report,
I ask unanimous consent that the state-
ment of the managers be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from

Arkansas is recognized for 2 hours.
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself

15 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, the conference report be-

foreüs concerns the tax reform bill on
which the Committee on Ways and
Means began hearings last February 18,
a little over 10 months ago. Fundamen-
tally it is a bill coneeived and written by
the House of Representatives. However,
I would like to acknowledge the major
support and the help received from the
Treasury. Without the Treasury's coop-
eration, I am sure this legislation would
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not have been possible. Also I want to
acknowledge the very fine cooperation
we had in conference on the part of the
Senate conferees, for without that coop-
elation it would not Shave been posible
for us to have had the bill that is before
us today in tlie form of a conference re-
port. Nevertheless, it is still a measure
fundamentally created by the House,
with the cooperation of Senate con-
ferees—something, at least on this scale,
which has never happened before.

Actually, Mr. Speaker, this is really a
legislative miracle in many respects.

I have in my hand a volume which
consists of nothing but Senate amend-
ments.

Members will recall the size of the bill
when it passed the House. This is the
Senate bill.

To give YOU some idea of the magni-
tude and the proportion of the matter,
the conference report, including the
statement of the managers on the part
of the House is some 340 pages in length.

I want also to pay tribute to the work
of the staffs of the Ways and Means
Committee and the Joint Committee
on Internal Revenue Taxation. Also, I
would call attention to the size and dif-
ficulty of the job performed by the leg-
islative counsel's office—the legislative
drafting service—in working with us day
and night, Friday, Saturday, and Sun-
day. We were some 5 days in conference
on the bill. Actually, we started on Mon-
day, December 15. We worked well past
dark on Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday,
and Thursday, and then adjourned at
2:55 am—not p.m.—Friday.

We came back at 12 o'clock on Friday
for about 2 or 3 hours to consider the
finishing touches 'and also to receive
some information that we had requested
from our staffs and from the Treasury
Department. We signed the conference
report around 3 o'clock on Friday after-
noon.

You will recall I asked the House for
permission to have until midnight Sun-
day night to file this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, when I think of the work
involved, I wondered how those who
were drawing up the conferesice report
and writing the statement of the man-
agers could have performed, this serv-
ice within that limited period of time.

I think we must recognize that this
type of legislation in the past has nor-
mally consumed two sessions of Con-
gress. Here it has been accomplished in
one session. The hope that I had in mind
for a long time was that we could hand
the bill to the President in such a way
that he would readily accept it and sign
it if he wanted to before Christmas.

Mr. Speaker, the bill contains sub-
stantial tax reform measures in a wide
range of areas that we have seldom If
ever tackled before in such proportion.

It is 'not in all respects what I would
have preferred or what many other
Members of Congress in all probability
would have preferred. In view of the size
and range of the issues with which the
bill deals, I doubt that anyone agrees
with each and every provision contained
in it. Nevertheless, I think it is a signifi-
cant bill and a major step forward for
tax reform. The very fact that it deals
with areas that have not been dealt with

before is an indication of the mood of
the country with respect to tax reform.
I believe it will go down in the records
as the turning point in our concern in
improving tax equity although we will
have to let the future tell us whether
I am right or wrong.

Insofar as I know, this bill deals with
all but one area', which taxpayers are
using to an appreciable extent in com-
pletely avoiding the income tax. The
exception, of course, is in the State and
municipal bond interest, a probleth that
the Senate was unwilling to deal with
at the present time in view of the diffi-
culty which the State and local govern-
ments are now encountering in market-
ing their bonds. So, there is no reference
whatsoever to this subject matter in the
conference report. The only provision in
this regard which was retained was that
relating to so-called arbitrage trans-
actions, which was included in both the
House and Senate bills.

The areas in which this bill brings
about substantial tax reform for indi-
viduals are as follows:

First, percentage depletion;
Second, real estate depreciation;
Third, ôapital gains;
Fourth, interest deduction;
Fifth, farm losses; and
Sixth, charitable contributions.
Nor is the bill limited to individuals.

It also applies in the major areas of cor-
porate taxation requiring reform. This
includes multiple surtax exemptions, the
tax treatment of commercial banks, the
taxation of mutual savings banks and
savings and loan associations, corporate
mergers, 'percentage depletion, and capi-
tal gains taxation.

We have not been satisfied, however,
merely to reduce the deductions, exemp-
tions, or other tax benefits in these areas
by specific provisions directed specifically
to curtailing undue tax preferences. The
bill also provides a secondary line of de-
fense which supplements the specific
remedial provisions by providing a mini-
mum tax on tax preferences. The mini-
mum tax In the conference version dif-
fers somewhat from the approach with
which we started, also from that worked
out in the Senate Committee on Finance,
but its general objective remains the
same.

We have also approached tax reform
by reducing substantially the differential
between the tax on earned income and
the tax on capital gains income. The at-
tempt in one manner or another to con-
vert income into capital gains, yet take
the deductions against ordinary income,
is almost the universal tax ploy. This is
the root cause of most tax avoidance: it
is my belief that by limiting the top
marginal rate on earned income to 50
percent—after it is reduced by tax pref-
erences—and at the same time by rais-
ing modestly the rate on capital gains,
the bill substantially reduces the interest
of the executive or professional man in
looking for tax shelters.

Very briefly, this outlines the tax re-
form objectives of the bill. I realize that
there probably is more current interest
in the tax relief the bill provides than in
the tax reform it achieves. However, I
believe in the long run It is the tax re-
form provisions that will be the more

significant. Tax reductions, of course, al-
ways arouse more interest than tax
equity, but it is equity In our tax system
which provides that necessary sense of
fair play that all of us must feel if we are
willing to pay our taxes, and in a volun-
tary tax system it is essential that most
of us approach our taxes in this manner.

Let me turn first to the substantial re-
lief the bill provides. Perhaps its most
important single relief measure-at least,
from the standpoint f the total dollars
of tax relief granted—is the increase in
the per capital exemption from its pres-
ent level of $600. For budgetary reasons,
this increase in the exemption level is
phased in gradually. The exemption rises
to $650 as of July 1, 1970, the exemption
remains at $650 for the entire calendars
year 1971, and then rises to $700 for
1972, and to $750 for 1973.

The Tax Reform Act originally passed
by the House did not provide for in-
creases in the exemption level; instead,
it provided relief to a combination of
measures including substantial cuts in
tax rates, a low income allowance, and a
minimum standard deduction.

However, because of the widespread in-
terest in the House, as well as through-
out the country, in increasing the level
of personal exemptions, the, House con-
ferees agreed to incorporate a substantial
increase In the personal exemption level
in the tax reform bill.

I would like to emphasize that in the
pending bill this increase in exemption
level Is achieved without the unfortunate
fiscal and budgetary effects that would
have resulted under the Senate bill. You
will recall that the Senate bill would in-
crease exemptions to $700 in 1970, and
to $800 in 1971, involving a revenue cost
of close to $3.3 billion In calendar year
1970, and $6.4 billion in calendar 1971.
This was one of the primary reasons
why the Senate bill involved such latge
revenue losses, amounting to more than
$4.7 billion in calendar 1971 and $6.3 bil-
lion in calendar 1972. The Nation can Ill
afford to have deficits 'of this magnitude.
particularly in view of the strong and
widely prevalent inflationary pressures
in the economy.

The sound fiscal effects under the con-
ference bill are achieved first by raising
the exemption level to $750 Instead of
$800 provided by the Senate bill; and,
second, by phasing in the increases in
the exemption level gradually instead of
abruptly. As a result, although the in-
creased exemptions provided b' the bill
will give taxpayers over $4.8 billion of
relief a year when fully effective, the
pending bill achieves a surplus of over
$2.2 billion in calendar 1970, exclusive
of the revenue raised by the extension
of the surcharge and the excise taxes.

This compares with a revenue loss of
$1.3 billion for calendar 1970 under the
Senate bill. Similarly, the net revenue
loss from the combined reform and relief
package provided by the conference bill
amounts to a modest $500 million in cal-
endar 1971 compared with the $5.5 bil-
lion of revenue loss for that year under
the combined reform and relief package
under the Senate bill.

Actually, the net revenue effect of the
pending measure, taking into conslder-
tion all the features including the exten-
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sion of the surcharge and excise taxes,
follows the same general pattern—and I
want you to get this—as those that
would have resulted under the Treasury
recommendations made in September be-
fore the Finance Committee. This is par-
ticularly true in the next few years when
it will be most important for purposes
of keeping the economy under control to
maintain a proper fiscal stance. For ex-
ample, in calendar 1970 the bill now be-
fore us on this basis will produce a sur-
plus of about $6.4 billion, including the
revenue effects of the surcharge and ex-
cise tax extensions, as compared with an
increase of $7 billion under the Treasury
recommendation. In 1971 the pending
bill will result in a surplus, of close to
$300 million as compared with a surplus
of somewhat over $600 million for the
Treasury proposals. In 1972 the pending
bifi will result in a net revenue loss of
$1.8 billion; however, this is substantially
less than the net revenue loss of $2.3
bifilon for that year which would have
resulted under the Treasury recommen-
dation. In the long run—based on cur-
rent income levels—the pending bill is
expected to result in an estimated reve-
nue loss of about $2.5 billion a year as
compared with a net loss of $1.4 billion
which would have resulted under the
Treasurey recommendation made before
the Finance Committee.

The tax relief provided by the pending
bill Is substantial. On the average, after
taking into consideration both tax re-
lief measures and tax reform measures,
those with incomes up to $3,000 will get
a tax reduction amounting to close to
70 percent of their present law tax,
while those with incomes between $5,000
and $7,000 will get a tax reduction of
approximately 20 percent. The percent-
age tax reductions under the bill amount
to almost 16 percent for those with in-
comes between $10,000 and $15,000,
about 81/2 percent for those with in-
comes between $15,000 and $20,000, 5
percent for those With Incomes between
$20,000 and $50,000 and 1.5 'percent for,
those with incomes between $50,000 and
$100,000. For those over $100,000 there
Is generally an increase in taxes to be
paid.

In addition to providing an increase
In personal exemptions, the pending
legislation provides for a new low in-
come allowance which is specifically de-
signed to concentrate tax relief on low
income individuals living at poverty or
near-poverty levels. Tlie House and Sen-
ate bills both provided for such a low-
Income allowance, with relatively minor
difference between the two bills. The pro-
vision agreed to by the conferees grants
a minimum standard deduction to tax-
payers amounting to $1,100 when first
effective in calendar 1970, $1,050 in
1971 and $1,000 in 1972 and thereafter;
This new low income allowance is in ad-
dition to the personal exemptions. The
modest decrease in the low income al-
lowance in 1971 and 1972 is timed to
coincide with the increases in the per-
sonal exemption levels scheduled to take
effect in those years. The net result is
to produce a stable and adequate level
of combined exemption and low income
allowance. Because of budgetary rca-
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sons the low income allowance is reduced
1n 1970 and 1971 where taxpayers' in-
comes exceed specified poverty levels.
However, in 1972 and later years the low-
income allowance is available without
any reducti6n regardless of the size of
the taxpayer's income. This provision
when fully effective will give over $2
billion of relief and will completely ex-
empt from tax many millions of tax-
payers at or near poverty levels.

I wish—and I think every Member of
this House joins me in this—that it
would have been possible in this bill to
provide substantial reductions in tax
rates as well as to grant an increase in
exemptions. The traditional objective of
tax reform is to broaden the tax base and
thereby to make it possible to lower tax
rates by spreading the tax burden over
a larger tax base. I believe that this Is an
important objective of tax reform and -I
think we should keep this objective firmly
in mind for the future as a high priority
item whenever the fiscal and economic
situation make further tax reform fea-
sible. However, as we all know, rate re-
ductldns and exemption Increases share
the distinction of being very costly. As a
result, in the present bill we have been
forced to make a hard choice—a chofce
between these two forms of tax reduc-
tion, particularly in view of the present
budgetary and economic situation. As I
have Indicated, the original House bill
provided for substantial cuts in tax rates.
But In view of the desire of the Congress
to raise the exemption level substan-
tiaily—a desire which .is fully recogxkized
in this bill—1t just is not possible to pro-
vide substantial tax rate cuts, too. How-
ever, the bill before us does make an im-
portant start in the direction of rate re-
ductions, which has the virtue In the
present situation, of involving relatively
little loss In revenue.

Under present law, the marginal tax
rates applicable to all taxpayers includ-
ing those with earned income go as high
as 70 percent. Under the bill, ff0 Individ-
ual will be required to pay a marginal
rate in excess of 50 percent on his earned
income. Tccprevent Individuals with sub-
stantial amounts of tax preferences from
deriving undue benefits from the rate
limitation for earned Income, however,

'the benefits of this limit are reduced
where such individuals have over $30,000
of tax preferences.

This rate limitation for earned income
has importance far beyond its modest
cost. The tax reform or loophole closing
provisions of this bill will substantially
increase the tax liabilities of many high
income people. Insofar as this means
that a man is now required to pay tax
on a preference which should have been
taxed in the first place, the result is fair.

However, I think the emphasis should
be on the word "fair." The 50-percent
limit on the marginal tax rate, on earned
income will help to some modest degree
to provide significant relief to those who
have large incomes as a result of their
personal efforts.

The marginal rate limitation' for
earned income also has the advantage of
recognizing the importance of providing
adequate work incentives. These incen-
tives are frequently Impaired under
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present excessively high marginal tax
rates which merely have the result of
discouraging professional people and
other earned income individuals from
putting forth their full and best efforts.

In addition, the rate limitation for
earned income works hand in hand with
the tax reform or loophole closing meas-
ures of the pending bill. Tax preferences
give rise to problems not only because
they result in revenue losses but also be-
cause they divert the attention of profes-
sional individuals and other individuals
with substantial amounts of earned in-
come from their occupations to tax con-
siderations. This provision in effect tells
a man that if he sticks to his knitting
and concentrates his attention on his
profession, the Government will not take
an undue portion of the amounts that
he earns through his own efforts. This
should encourage him not to hunt for
tax shelters. It will, for example, make
it less attractive for individuals to con-
vert earned income to capital gains by
reducing the gap between the taxes ap-
plicable to capital gains and earned in-
come.

The conference bill provides for a sig-
nificant increase in the standard dedüc-
tion which is now limited to 10 percent
of adjusted gross Income or $1,000,
whichever is less. The Senate bill would
have retained these limits on the stand-
ard deduction. However, the conference
adopted the broad outlines of the House
provision to liberalize the standard de-
duction.

As a result, the pending bill provides
for gradually increasing the standard de-
duction until it reaches a level of 15 per-
cent of adjusted gross income, with a
ceiling of $2,000 by 1973. This increase in
the standard deduction will provide very
substantial simplification in the preara-
tion of tax returns by inducing large
numbers of taxpayers to take the stand-
ard deduction instead of itemizing their
deductions. The change will provide
about $1.6 billion of relief annually to
about 34 million returns and will result
in taking about 5 mIllion taxpayers off
the tax rolls.

Single people will also receive substan-
tial tax relief under the conference bill.
Since the Revenue Act of 1948, single
people have beenrequlred to pay rela-
tively heavy tax burdens compared with
married couples. The extension of head-
of-household treatment to certain cate-
gories of single people has granted some
relief, but most single people still bear
unduly heavy tax burdens. Both the
House and Senate bills grant single peo-
ple substantial tax relief. The conferees
adopted the Senate approach which gen-
erally provides that single people will not
pay more than 120 percent of the tax lia-
bilities of married couples at comparable
income levels.

If I may make myself clear, under the
House bill we would have made the tax
relief available only to single people un-
der 35 and to widows and widowers re-
gardless of age. But In conferêtice we ac-
cepted the Senate's provision which says
that the single Individual, regardless of
his age shall not pay more than 120 per-
cent 'of what the married couple pays
under the split income provision.
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So much for the tax relief provisions.

I would like to turn now to the tax re-
form features of the bill. As I have al-
ready indicated, though the tax relief
provisions of the bill have attracted
greater attention, I think that in the long
run the tax reform aspects will be the
more significant. I know that everyone is
not going to agree with each and every
tax reform provision in the bill. Cer-
tainly, we cannot expect the man whose
preferences are eliminated to be enthusi-
astic about the tax reform bill. On the
other hand, some would go even further
than we have gone in the present bill in
reducing tax preferences. I, thyself, did
not get everything that I wanted in this
bill in the way of tax reform. Nonethe-
less, I think we should all be able to agree
that this bill represents a substantial and
comprehensive step forward towards a
fairer tax system—and a step which is
particularly needed to dispel the wide-
spread and pervasive feeling that our
tax system is now not as fair as it should
be.

The House conferees have generally
been successful in getting conference
agreement on restoration of a number of
tax reforms which were In the initial
House bill but which were made some-
what less effective in the bill that passed
the Senate.

Let me give you a few examples of this.
Under the initial House bill, private
foundations were to be subject to a 7Y2 -
percent tax on investment income. The
Senate bill reduced this tax to one-tenth
of one percent of the value of assets,
which roughly Is equivalent to a two per-
cent tax on income. The conference re-
stored the tax to 4 percent of investment
income. Similarly, the conference report
strengthens the rules relating to the di-
vestiture of stock by foundations which
were not as strict in the Senate bill as
in the initial House bill.

Another Indication of the desire of the
conferees to provide adequate guideposts
for foundations concerns the payout
rules. The Senate required private foun-
dations to psy out 6 percent of their as-
sets for charitable purposes, and that
is the provision which the conferees ac-
cepted.

Similarly, the conference report basi-
cally accepts the House provisions limit-
ing deductions for charitable gifts of
appreciated property. Under these pro-
visions, charitable deductions for gifts
of appreciated property were limited to
30 percent of income even though deduô-
tions for charitable contributions gen-
erally were allowed to reach 50 percent
of income. Moreover, for purposes of the
30-percent limit, the entire value of the
appreciated property, including basis,
was taken into consideration. The Sen-
atQ bill relaxed this rule by subjecting to
the 30-percent limit only that part of a
gift which represented the appreciation
in value, while the portion representing
basis could be deducted under the 50 per-
cent limit. Under the conference report,
the House version was accepted. As a re-
sult, under the conference bill gifts of
appreciated property can be deducted
under the 50-percent limit only if the
donor elects to account for the apprecia-
tion for tax purposes.

Still another Instance in which the
House conferees were able to restore the
initial House provision concerns the lim-
itation on the deduction of interest. This
involves a most important limitation
since the undue use of interest deductions
by taxpayers constituted one of the pri-
mary reason why 154 individuals with
adjusted gross incomes in excess of.
$200,000 were able to avoid payment of
all income taxes in 1966. In general,
this tax reduction device consists of de-
ducting interest paid on loans for the
purpose of acquiring appreciating invest-
inent assets held for capital gains pur-
poses. The Senate-bill contained no pro-
visiOn to limit interest deductions in
such cases. However, the House con-
ferees were able to reach agreement in
conference to restore the House provision
to limit deductions for investment inter-
est to the amount of the taxpayer's net
investment income plus the amount of
his long-term capital gains and $25,000.

The House conferees have not blindly
insisted on the House provisions, when it
was clear that the Senate provision was
preferable. This is illustrated in-the case
of the House provisions for a limit on tax
preferences and allocation of deductions,
which together were intended to impose
a minimum tax liability on those with
preference income as a sort of second
line of defense against escape of tax on
preference income fter the particular
preferences were limited by specific pro-
visions. After these provisions were
adopted, it became apparent that though
their purpose was commendable, they
were unduly complex and could not be
put into effect without causing very con-
siderable hardship in terms of adminis-
trative work for taxpayers. The Senate
provision for a minimum tax achieves
basically the same objective as the House
provisions in a much simpler and more
effective manner.

Basically, the Senate approach im-
poses a 10-percent tax on -selected tax
preference items after reduction by a
specific exemption of $30,000 and the in-
come tax paid- by the taxpayer. Unlike
the House provision which applied only
tO individuals, the Senate provision has
the advantage of applying to both in-
dividuals and corporations. In addition,
it raises more revenue than the House
provision. Accordingly, the House con-
ferees accepted most of the Senate pro-
vision which is incorporated in the pend-
ing bill.

In the area of corporate mergers the
House conferees stood firm on a House
provision to disallow interest deductions
where the ratio of debt to equity of an
acquiring corporation is 2 to 1 instead of
4 to 1 as—under the Senate bill. Similar-
ly, we were able to secure agreement to
disallow such interest unless the annual
interest expense on such indebtedness is
covered at least three times instead of
two times as under the Senate bill. How-
ever, we have had to acknowledge the
logic of allowing depreciation allowances
to be treated like earnings for purposes
of this earnings—interest expense test,
inasmuch as depreciation allowances can
be used, if need be, to meet interest
expenses.

The Senate retained the House provi-

sion on the taxation of stock dividends.
Transitional rules are available under
limited conditions but a corporationS will
not lose the benefit of these rules if it Is-
sues any type of stock under a conver-
sion right contained in other stock which
it was permitted to issue under these
rules.

The Senate deleted the House pro-
visions designed to eliminate abuses in
the foreign tax credit. The House con-
ferees succeeded in securing agreement
In restoring one of- these provisions. As
a result, the pending bill provides a sep-
arate foreign tax credit limitation for
foreign mineral income so that excess
credits from this source cannot be used
to reduce U.S. tax on other foreign
income. However, we were not able to
secure agreement to restore the House
provision specifying that a taxpayer who
uses the per country limitation and who
reduces his U.S. tax on U.S. Income by
reason of the loss from a foreign country
is to have the resulting tax benefit re-
captured when income is subsequently
derived from the foreign country in-
volved. I regret the fact that this recap-
ture provision is not included In the
pending bill. I think that this is a worth-
while reform which should be consid-
ered in any future tax reform legisla-
tion.

The House bill reduced substantially
the permissible deductions for the ad-
d.ttions to bad debtreserves of financial
institutions which were altogether ex-
cessive and resulted In unduly reducing
the tax liabilities of these institutions.
While the Senate bill also reduced such
deductions, we on the House side did not
believe that the Senate provisions were
as effective as the House provisions. Inì
conference we were able to reach agree
ment to restore much, but not all, of the
effectiveness of the House provision. Un-
der the pending bill, commercial banks
are generally permitted to deduct addi-
tions to bad debt reserves at 1.8 percent
of outstanding eligible loans for 6 yars
instead of the 2.4 percent level per-
mitted by present law.

The 1.8 percent figure corresponds to
the level of reserves permitted under the
Senate bill. However, the deductions of
commercial banks for this purpose are
reduced gradually until after 18 years,
they will be permitted to deduct only
those bad debt expenses which are justi-
fied on the basis of their actual
experience.

If a bank's reserve at the end of its
taxable year is less than the appropriate
permissible percentage, the reserve can
be increased to this percentage as set
forth in the act. For this purpose the
pertinent percentage will also apply to
any increase in eligible loans during the
taxable year. Actual bad debt losses
charged against the bad debt reserve
during the year can, of course, be
restored.

In addition, savings and loan institu-
tions and mutual savings banks will gen-
erally be permitted to deduct as additions
to bad debt reserves 40 percent of taxable
income—half-way between the 50 per-
cent of taxable income figure permItted
under the Senate bill and the 30 percent
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of taxable income figure under the Hduse
bill.

In the natural resource area, the over-
riding issue Is the percentage depletion
rate for oil and gas which now is 271/2
percent of gross income. The House pro-
vision reduces percentage depletion rate
to 20 percent while the Senate set this
rate at 23 percent. The conferees agreed
to a percentage depletion rate of 22 per-
cent for oil and gas.

The conferees agreed to a Senate pro-
vision permitting percentage depletion on
minerals taken from saline perennial
lakes—but, of course, do not intend that
any inference as to present law be drawn
from this action.

I would like to stress, however, that
under the pending bill the income from
oil and gas wells will be subjected to In-
creased taxes not only as a result of the
reduction in the percentage depletion
rate, but also as a result of the minimum
tax which I have described above. This
Is because percentage depletion allow-
ances in excess of the cost of the prop-
erty is included as a tax preference un-
der the minimum tax. I would also like
to point out that in addition to reducing
the percentage depletion rate on oil and
gas, the pending bill provides for at least
some reductions In the percentage de-
pletion rates of a large number of other
minerals. The Senate bill did not provide
for such reductions.

The conference bill retains the present
6-month holding period for long-term
capital gains. It is hard for me to see the
logic of such a holding period which ac-
cords treatment akin to averaging for
assets held for less than 1 year. However,
the Senate bill deleted the House provi-
sion to extend the holding period to 1
year and the Senate conferees insisted on
the same treatment. However, the House
conferees were able to secure agreement
on eliminating the 25 percent alternative
rate for all gains In excess of the first
$50,000 of gain. This goes a long way to-
ward the original House provision.

The pending bill achieves very real tax
reform by eliminating the widely preva-
lent abuses resulting from unduly large
depreciation allowances. In general, un-
der both the House and Senate bills, de-
preciation allowances are reduced sub-
stantially for all property except new
residential housing which, because of the
need for additional dwellings, continues
to be eligible for the double declining
balance method at 200 percent of
straight line depreciation as well as for
the sum of the digits method.

However; the Senate bill would have
accorded used housing 150 percent of
the straight line method in some cases.
The conference report reduced this al-
lowance for used residential housing to
125 percent of the straight line method
where such property has a useful life of
more than 20 years.

In addition, the conference report im-
poses stricter recapture rules than would
be required by the Senate bill. These re-
capture rules are essential In order to
Insure that gains on the sale of property
which are attributable to accelerated de-
preciation allowances taken previously
are taxed as ordinary Income rather
than as capital gain.
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A House provision granting State and
local governments a subsidy if they vol-
untarily agree to issue taxable bonds
was deleted by the Senate, and the Sen-
ate conferees insisted on this deletion. I
regret that the pending bill does not In-
clude this subsidy provision. In my opin-
ion, It is a useful device which would
provide considerable opportunity for a
State and local government to expand
the markets for their securities without
involving additional cost to them. How-
ever, in view of the present chaotic state
of the market for State and local bonds
and the present psychology of investors,
apparently any change in the area of
State and local government was frowned
upon even where the change tries to
help State and local governments as was
the case of the subsidy provision. Ac-
cordingly, we had no choice but to agree
to the deletion of this provision.

Finally, under both the House and
Senate bills, the investment credit is
generally repealed for property con-
structed on or after April 19, 1969, un-
less a binding contract for such con-
struction was entered into before this
date. The Senate added a number of
amendments providing for continuing
the investment credit in certain speci-
fled situations. However, for the most
part these were eliminated in conference
unless it was clear that they had sub-
stantial merit. For example, the con-
ference eliminated Senate amendments
to continue the investment credit for the
first $20,000 of investment in eligible
property, and for investment in depressed
areas. The House conferees insisted on
elimination of these exemptions be-
cause they would have been contrary to
the fundamental purpose of repeal of
the credit and would have involved an
annual loss of $790 million which would
clearly be inappropriate in the present
budgetary situation.

So much for the details of the bill. In
closing I would like to emphasize again
that I am well aware this bill is not per-
fect in many respects. I don't think that
anyone can be expected to agree with
every single provision in the legislation.
As I have indicated, I too have some res-
ervations on some of the provisions and
if I could write the bill myself, a num-
ber of the provisions would be changed
substantially. But I think that we should
all keep in mind the fact that this Is
inevitable with a bill of this magnitude.
What is important in judging the bill is
that it is a good bill—that its adoption
will improve the tax system and will
make our tax system a fairer system.
In other words, the main question is,
does this bill, on balance, improve the
tax system? I think that the answer
to this is unquestionably, yes. The tax-
payers are looking to us for tax reform
and for tax relief. This bill provides this
relief and reform.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to inquire what action the conferees took
on the provisions of. the law which per-
mits a taxpayer to deduct interest on the
late payments of taxes to the Federal
Government.
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Mr. MILLS. I think I understand what
the gentleman means. Is that the situa-
tion, for example, where an individual
files his income tax which shows he owes
$5,000, and he has not transmitted
payment?

Mr. VANIK. And he pays the Govern-
ment 6 percent interest on his money,
which he would otherwise have to pay
8 or 9 percent on.

Mr. MILLS. We have corrected that.
In addition to the continued requirement
of paying the 6-percent interest that is
presently in the law, which, of course, is
deductible once it Is paid, there is a pro-
vision that says for each month this tax-
payer is delinquent in paying the tax he
says he owes, there is a one-half of 1 per-
cent interest charged for each month he
waits. If he waits a whole year, it Is 6
percent. This 6 percent is not deductible
from the income tax as interest.

So in the case of a 50-percent tax-
payer, he is out of pocket about 9 per-
cent. He gets 3 percent on the first 6
percent as a deduction, but he pays the
remaining total 6 percent, which must
come out of his income after tax. As a
result he will be paying 9 percent as
the privilege of delaying his payment to
the Government, which is rather a heavy
charge, and I think that is a great
improvement.

Mr. FIJLTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Spea.ker, my question is the exact oppo-
site from that asked by the gentleman
from Ohio.

When people want to help their own
communities by paying their local taxes
ahead of time because of the local strin-
gency on tax money, Is that a deduc-
tion? For example, In 1969 if an indi-
vidual wants to pay his local community
taxes for 1970 in 1969, Is there any way
that can be worked out as an adjustment
in the 1969 tax?

Mr. MILLS. No, he is not permitted to
deduct those taxes until 1970.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I want
to know whether under this bill that will
be.

Mr. MILLS. That is not affected in
this bill.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Will it
be in 1970, if one pays his local taxes
ahead of time?

Mr. MILLS. No, that is not affected in
this bill. We leave those provisions of the
law as they are. He does not get a de-
duction until the taxes are due.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, will the
genteman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. First, I want to compli-
ment the gentleman from Arkansas for
his usual workmanlike job in explaining
a very complex bill.

In order to ask this question I shall
have to give a hypothetical case.

I understand a provision inserted In
the bill by the Senate would have made
the following a taxable transaction:

Corporation A decides to divide its as-
sets equally between newly formed corpo-
rations B and C, taking the 'capital stock
of corporations B and C, as payment.
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The stock of corporation B would then
be spun off to one group of corporation
A stockholders, the stock in corporation
B contemporaneously being spun off to
the other group of corporation A stock-
holders. The end result would leave the
stockholders of corporation A with stock
in the corporations B and/or C with sub-
stantially the• same book value as the
original holdings in corporation ,A
possessed.

It is my understanding that amend-
ments made in conference would leave
such a transaction in the same position
as it occupies under the present law. Is
this correct?

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman is correct.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time

yielded by the gentleman from Arkansas
has expired.

Mr. MILLS., Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
1 additional minute

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

Mr. MILLS.. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. RouD:BuSH. I know the gentle-
man from Arkansas shares my concern,
because we have been over this many
times in the :2ast, as to the effect of the
increase in social security on those vet-
erans who receive nonservice, totally per-
manent injuries. I wonder if the gentle-
man will explain any understanding he
has along the line, so 'that we who want
to support this tax bill will know these
former members of the armed services
are protected.

Mr. MILLS. It Is my understanding
from talking with the chairman of the
Veterans' Affairs Committee—and I do
not see him on the floor now—that it
would be his intention to have his com-
mittee report legislation sometime in the
coming year that would discount that
portion of social security which would be
required to discounted in order to
avoid the income level rising iii the hands
of the veteran to such an extent that his
pension would be reduced; just as we did
in 1967. The gentleman will remember
that his committee reported such legisla-
tion after VIE passed the social security
bill.

It should be borne in mind, this is not
a matter that hasto be passed right now
or in the immediate future, because we
are talking about income that the vet-
eran may have in the year 1970 for the
purpose of determining whether or not
he is eligible to a pension in the following
year.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
yielded by the gentleman from Arkansas
has again expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 additional minute.

Mr. ROTJDEBUSH. I thank the gentle-
man, and I agree that the report on that
income would have to be made Janu-
ary 1, 1971.

Mr. MILLS. That is right. It is my un-
derstanding It would affect what the vet-
eran would get in 1971 rather than 1970.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. That is correct.
Mr. TEAGUE of California, Mr.

Speaker, wil] the gentleman yield?
Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman

from California.
Mr. TEAGUE of California. As the

ranking Republican on the Committee
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on Veterans' Affairs I am glad to say it
is my understanding that the gentleman
in the well, the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. MILLS), has correctly stated the
Intensions of the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

Mr. MILLS. I appreciate that affirma-
tion.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. DORN. I should like to commend
the distinguished chairman, of course,
for his outstanding work on this bill. I
should like to ask about section 433, I
believe it is, where in the House version
there was some reference to the small
bankers. The case I have in mind is of
a small banker.

Mr. MILLS. Is the gentleman referring
to the provision of the House bill that
converted the gain on a bond to ordinary
income?

Mr. DORN. Capital gains on munici-
pal bonds, and the change of the rules
In the middle of the ball game.

Mr. MILLS. The House bill was too
harsh in that respect.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
yielded by the gentleman from Arkansas
has again expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 additional minutes.

In one sense we were levying a tax in-
crease on the holders of these assets,
retroactively. A bank might have bought
a municipal bond, let us say, in 1961,
which might have had a 20-year ma-
turity. We made this change effective in
July of 1969. Certainly there were 8 or
9 years of appreciation in value in the
past to which we were denying the 25
percent rate, and saying, "You have to
be now taxed at the ordinary income
rate."

What we have done is to pick the
day July 11 as the point of departure.
Any assets that were owned by one of
these institutions on that date would
have the appreciation attributable to
the time prior to July 12 continue to re-
silt in capital gain no matter when
realized. The portion of the gain attrib-
utable to the pericxd after July 12 will
be treated as ordinary income. The por-
tions of the gains attributable to these
two periods will be determined on a
pr rata basis—the portions of the period
the bonc is held which is before and
after July 11.

The reason why we make this change,
I think the gentleman realizes, is we
presently allow banks—and only bank
no individual or other corporation—the
privilege of deducting against their or-
dinary income the losses that they incur
with respect to bonds they held, whether
they are State, local, Federal, or corpo-
rate bonds. So if they have the privilege
of writing off losses as ordinary losses,
is it not fair that any gain they have be
treated as ordinary income? But cer-
tainly it would not be fair to treat them
that way with respect to gains on hol-
Ings attributable to the past.

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

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
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I would like to commend the chairman
of the committee for a very comprehen-
sive statement.

I have a brief question about charita-
ble contributions of tangible personal
property, because I understand the lan-
guage on page 294 to be that tangible
personal property may be given—for ex-
ample, an art object may be given to a
museum—without the imposition of a
capital gains tax.

Mr. MILLS. That is true.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. But I am not

sure whether or not the language means
the property is related to the tax-exempt
property of the donee. Supposing an
art object were given to a university.
Would that require a tax on the
appreciation?

Mr. MILLS. Not if the university used
it in accordance with some educational
program of the university, in an art ap-
preciation course or something of that
type.

Mr. FRELINGHtJYSEN. Suppose it
were to be sold by the university or an
object of art were given to a hospital, for
example, in order to have that object
sold for the use of the hospital or the
money to be used for that purpose.

Mr. MILLS. It is the use of the prop-
erty that is the determining factor, If
it was contemplated that the property
would be sold, rather than used for the
organization's exempt purposes, then the
appreciation must be taken into account
for ta, purposes by the donor.

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

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 additional minutes.

What we are trying to say is that we
will allow you to give this appreciated
property and take today's market value
as a charitable deduction without any
tax consequences to you whatsoever if
you give it to a charitable organization
that normally would use the property
for its exempt purpose. Now, a clear case
Is a gift of a picture or work of sculpture,
or anything of that sort, to a museum.
The question does arise with respect to a
college or university as to whether or not
they are using this for their exempt
purpose, whether it is used in their
teaching. Of course, the college could
have a course in art, and if the gift were
to be used for that purpose it would
probably qualify as such a gift.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. If, for in-
stance, an object were given to a hos-
pital and the intention on the part of
the donor and hospital was to sell the
object, would that require a tax on the
appreciation of the value of that?

Mr. MILLS. The appreciation would
be taken into account for tax purposes
in that case, because of the requirement
that the property be given where It is
really used for the exempt purpose of
the organization.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I do not
think it would be done on the appreci-
ated value. You would have to deduct it
so it would relate to its value.

Mr. MILLS. The modifications made by
the Senate, which was agreed to by the
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conference, provides that the apprecia-
tion is taken into account by reducing
the charitable contribution by one-half
the appreciation, if the property involved
is a capital asset.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. That is
true.

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

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. HARSHA. This is in reference to

losses. Capital gains or capital losses on
stock transactions. As I understand it,
under the present law you can deduct
total losses from ordinary income at the
rate of $2,000 per year.

Mr. MILLS. An individual can deduct
$1,000 a year against ordinary income
and carry over the remainder to subse-
quent years to offset losses in those
years or to the extend of $1,000 a year to
offset ordinary income.

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

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 additional minutes.

Mr. HARSHA. This means that one
would have to incur a $2,000 loss in or-
der to get credit for the $1,000?

Mr. MILLS. That is the case. Since
nearly half of capital gains are taken
into income it was thought that when
losses are offset against ordinary income
only half the loss should be allowed.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, he could do
that if this goes into effect? It is my un-
derstanding that it goes into effect next
year. Am I right about that?

Mr. MILLS. Yes.
Mr. HARSHA. Assuming he would

have a $5,000 loss this year and he car-
ried part of that over into next year, how
does that affect that loss which has in-
curred previously?

Mr. MILLS. Let me yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN) to
respond to that question.

Mr. ULLMAN. The new provision
would not reduce a carryover from 1969
by one half.

Mr. MILLS. The reduction by one half
applies to the years beginning after this
year.

Mr. HARSHA. In other words, in case
of a carryover, it does not apply?

Mr. MILLS. That is correct. I wanted
that in the RECORD because I thought
that was right.

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from California

Mr. BURTON of California. First, I
would like to commend the distinguished
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS),
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
BYRNES) and the conferees for reflecting
great credit upon themselves and upon
the Congress with respect to this tax re-
form measure.

With respect to social zecurity pro-
grams I would like to inquire of the gen-
tleman from Arkansas with reference to
two specific aspects of the conference
agreement.

First, I understand that the amend-
ment on which the gentleman and I have
had discussions earlier this year with
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reference to disregarding the retroactive
social security payments for those who
also receive public assistance is in the
bill. Would those retroactive payments be
required to be disregarded by the States?
This disregard applies not only to the
aged, blind, and disabled, but also to
AFDC recipients.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman is correct.
Mr. BURTON of California. Certainly.

As I understand the social security pro-
visions, there is provided a 15-percent
increase and that the States are re-
quired for those who receive the social
security increase under the terms of this
bill, it is expected and required of the
States either to disregard that income
or provide an equivalent increase in
grants for all those on adult public as-
sistance, of $4 a month?

Mr. MILLS. The State must, for
payments made in April, May, and June
of next year, disregard, insofar as a per-
son getting social security is concerned
not less than $4 of this increase in de-
termining his grant under the State
programs of aid for the aged, blind or
disabled. We did not go beyond this but
suggested that the States increase the
payments to all recipients in the adult
categories by $4. However, I want the
RECORD to be eminently clear that there
are enough savings resulting from the
15-percent increase in social security
benefits to enable practically every
State to raise every individual it has on
its rolls in those three adult categories
by $4 a month. There is enough savings
in their own hands and most States will
have money left after they do that. If
this could be done on a uniform national
basis the amount of net increase for
these recipients -could actually go to
$4.35.

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Speaker, if- the distihguished gentleman
will yield further, to briefly restate what
the gentleman has stated for those re-
ceiving social security income, the States
are required to see that those persons
are permitted to retain at least $4 of
that increase, without reduction of their
public assistance grants?

Mr. MILLS. In other words, if a person
gets $80 a month now part of which is
from social security that person's pay-
ment must be supplemented by the State
so that he will have a combined pay-
ment counting both OASDI and public
assistance of $84.

Mr. BURTON of California. As I un-
derstand it, and as has been stated by the
chairman on previous occasions, it is the
earnest desire and- expectation - of the
committee, because of public assistance
savings generated to the States under
this bill, that the States will raise the
grants $4 for those who are not helped
by the social security disregard?

Mr. MILLS. We are not saying they
have to do it, but I will be the most, dis-
appointed individual around here if they
do not and when we come to the con-
sideration of the welfare programs their
actions will certainly be considered.

Mr. BURTON of California. The gen-
tleman from Arkansas has anticipated
my next question. I am very grateful for
that reassurance as there are literally
over 1.1 million aged, crippled and blind
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who are helped by the $4.00 disregard
and when that question comes up in the
committee deliberations next year, I rely
upon the chairman's assurance If the
States do not provide an Increase for
those people on public assistance but who
do not receive social security that that
failure to act will be taken into consid-
eration when you review the public
assistance program next year.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia reads my mind.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen-
tleman from Montana (Mr. MELCHER).

Mr. MELCHER. M1. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. 1 might say,
Mr. Speaker, that the distinguished
chairman of the Commit-tee on Ways and
Means has given a very lucid picture of
the bill, but I do not recall that the gen-
tleman has mentioned repeal of the in-
vestment tax credit.

Mr. MILLS. I did not get onto it as
deeply as perhaps I should have. There is
so much in this that I have not been able
to cover in detail, but the 7-percent in-
vestment credit is repealed; there are
no e,ceptions to it. There are some
transitional rules we put In, not for the
benefit of any individual company or one
individual taxpayer, but as a result of
general problems presented to the com-
mittee. By and large the investment
credit rules are the same as the House-
passed provisions.

Mr. MELCHER. Then the Senate
amendment was stricken?

Mr. MILLS. The $20,000 exemption
was stricken, as well as the amendment
which would allow you to locate busi-
nesses in an area of underemployment. I
believe the Senator from Alaska offered
the letter amendment, and the Senator
from Indiana, the $20,000 exemption,
but they are both out of the conference.

Mr. MELCHER. Then under the effec-
tive date of April 18, the typical farmers
and small businessmen could very well
have a tax increase Instead of securing
tax relief for this calendar year, and
also for the taxable year 1970?

Mr. MILLS. If he had gotten the bene-
fit of the 7-percent provision to a large
extent, and did not have a large family
of children to which the $50 increase In
personal exemptions for the last half of
1970 would apply and did not benefit from
the new minimum standard deduction,
then that might well occur, but this
$20,000 exemption involves $720 million
of revenue loss. We thought that we
needed that amount of money fOr rev-
enue purposes at this particular time.

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

Mr. MILLS. I yield myself 1 addi-
tional minute.

Mr. 0TrINGER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I have
two questions. Would the gentleman
please explain what restrictions were
placed, if any, In the operation of
foundations In the public field? -

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I would sug-
gest to the gentleman from New York
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that there is a great deal in the report
on this subject and to try to answer here
would take considerable time. But this
was the very first thing that we talked
about in the statement of the managers
on the part cf the House, beginning on
page 278 of the conference report, and if
the gentleman will notice, he will see
we continue on with this subject for
several pages before we get to another
subject matter. In fact, we go over to
page 290 before we get onto a new
subject matter. If the gentleman will
read that, I believe that explains the
situation in considerable detail. Basi-
cally we prohibit self dealing between
foundations and their substantial con-
tributors, require the current pay out of
income, requre the disposition of stock
holdings above certain levels, prohibit
investments in ways which jeopardize
the foundations assets, and prohibit the
foundations from getting into certain
types of activities, such as trying to in-
fluence legislation.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle-
man has aga:[n expired.

Mr. MILLS. I yield myself 1 additional
minute.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. IvULLS. Yes, I will yield further
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, in the
Senate, Senator Eo KENNEDY pointed out
that there wEre a lare number of special
interest provisions put in the Senate bill
for individual companies.

Mr. MILLS. Well, we took out virtually
all of those provisions Including the one
that he referred to as for the constituent
In Massachusetts. Often, however, pro-
visions may have quite wide application
even though they are called to our atten-
tion by one person. Sometimes these are
mistaken as special purpose provisions.

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

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding. I want to join
my other colleagues in commending the
chairman, Mr. MILLs, and the ranking
minority member, Mr. BYRNES and the
entire committee for the excellent job
they have done on the tax bill. Undoubt-
edly the gentleman from Arkansas re-
calls that when the bill was considered
in the House in August we had a colloquy
on the closing of certain tax loopholes?

Mr. MILLS. Yes; I do recall that.
Mr. ZABLOCKI. And on the revenue

from advertising, I wondered if there
had been any change in the House ver-
sion in any way.

Mr. MILLS. In reply to the inquiry of
the gentleman from Wisconsin let me
say that there is a slight change. I would
refer the gentleman to page 292 of the
conference report.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, am I
correct in my understanding the con-
ferees have agreed that; when an orga-
nization publishes more than one mag-
azine, periodical, and so forth, the
organization may treat the advertising
appearing in these separate activities or
publications on a consolidated basis for
accounting purposes, but the editorial

costs of any publications such as throw-
aways may be deducted only from adver-
tising revenues of that publication, and
not on a consolidated basis?

Mr. MILLS. The Senate amendment
would have provided that the provision
should apply only in the case of adver-
tising, in the case of a sale by a hospital
pharmacy of drugs to persons other than
hospital patients, and in the operation of
a race track by an exempt organization.
The conference took our own House ver-
sion but added one sentence. The con-
ference subtitute follows the House bill
except that it provides that where an
activity carried on for profit constitutes
an unrelated trade or business no part
of it is to be excluded from such classi-
fication merely because it does not result
in profit.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. For purposes of
clarification, in other words, the publica-
tion may consolidate the profit or loss
for accounting purposes?

Mr. MILLS. It may consolidate where
it is the policy to make a profit out of the
publication of a journal involved.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. In other words, that
is the House version in this instance is
retained?

Mr. MILLS. That is right. The provi-
sion Is the same as passed by the House
except for one minor addition whthh
does not go to the problem with which
you are concerned.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I thank the
gentleman.

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

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Hawaii.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Will the gentle-
man from Arkansas explain what was
done with reference to profit sharing?

Mr. MILLS. Yes. The provision treat-
ing as ordinary income amounts em-
ployers contribute to profit sharing ar-
rangement where lump sum payments
are made was stricken by the amendment
on the floor of the Senate. We felt very
strongly that the amount of the pay-
ment by the employer for the employee's
benefit ought to be treated as ordinary
income and not as a capital gain in the
case of a lump-sum payment. So what
we have done is provide for an averaging
device. Looking only at what the em-
ployer has put into the fund, you dis-
regard all of his other earned income,
but you combine with any investment
income he may have one-seventh of the
amount he receives representing the em-
ployer's contribution. The tax on this
amount is determined and also the ex-
tent to which this tax is attributable to
employer contribution. Then you mul-
tiply this latter tax by seven. In that way
you in effect spread this income out over
a 7-year period and treat it as if it
were ordinary income received over this
period. On many amounts received the
tax is less than that paid under present
law. Of course where the amounts get
quite large there would be a bigger tax.
In other words the smaller amounts are
not adversely affected, but the bigger
amounts would be subjected to a heavier
tax.

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

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I certainly share my
colleagues' congratulations of the gentle-
man for the work that he and his com-
mittee have done.

I understand that they increased the
deduction—that the increase in deduc-
tion does not become operative until after
January 1, 1971.

Mr. MILLS. Not if. the gentleman is
talking about the personal exemption.

Mr. PtJCINSKI. Yes, I am talking
about the personal exemption.

Mr. MILLS. The first $50 increase in
the personal exemption goes into effect
on next July 1.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Actually, though,
there are millions of Americans who are
under tax withholding and they will feel
some immediate relief from this bill in
their first pay check after January 1,
1970, because you have readjusted the
surtax. Is that correct?

Mr. MILLS. Yes. It Is dropped from
10 percent to 5 percent. That is right.
Actually there may also be many who
will be affected by the new minimum
standard deduction.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I wonder If the gentle-
man could comment on this matter. A
person with an increase ol $9,500 would
save roughly $138 next year—2 per-
cent—would he not?

Mr. MILLS. That would depend on
how many exemptions he has. However,
let me tell the gentleman a great many
will be getting decreases next year be-
cause the low income allowance and the
increase in the personal exemption to
$650 will go into effect. The loss of reve-
nue is estimated to be about $1.4 billion
for 1970.

Mr. PUCINSKI. But the effect of the
withholding will be felt almost imme-
diately as a result of the readjustment.

Mr. MILLS. Oh, yes. There is a big
difference—the difference between the 5-
percent and a 10-percent surcharge as
well as the difference in the minimum
standard deduction. Then the with-
holding will reflect another decrease next
July when they get the benefit of an in-
creased personal exemption, also at that
time for withholdin purposes the 5-per-
cent surcharge goes off for the remainder
of the year for withholding tax purposes.

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

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, If I may

ask the gentleman from Arkansas a
question concerning donations, let us
say an individual owns stock that cost
$10,000 and a college is putting on a
drive for money for building purposes.
The individual gives that stock to the
college, and the college Immediately
converts it into cash at an appreciated
price of, let us say, $50,000. What effect
will the bill have on the tax situation
in such a case?

Mr. MILLS. That depends on the tax-
payer's level of income, If the taxpayer
is a $100,000-a-year man, he can give up
to $30,000 in appreciated property under
the provisions of the bill and get a deduc-
tion for It. You cannot get the full 50
percent credit for a contribution if you
are giving property that has appreciated
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in value unless you are in effect willing
to convert the property into cash. We
said, "If you want to come under the
50-percent provision, you can make the
gift in cash, or for tax purposes treat it
as if you had." Of course you can get
credit for $30,000 if you want to give
the gift in the form of property, and
then you can carry the remainder of the
deduction over to the next year.

Mr. TAYLOR. The amendment relates
to the individual tax credit.

Mr. MILLS. Yes. There is a lower
limit on what corporations can give—
5 percent.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. REID of New York. I thank, the
distinguished gentleman for yielding.
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Am I correct in stating that there is no
change in the law relative either to ap-
preciated property or crystal gifts to
educational institutions?

Mr. MILLS. I regret to say the gentle-
man is correct. If ever there is a loop-
hole in the law, it is in this business of
being able to give property that has ap-
preciated tremendously in value. It is
possible to get a tax break and save
money under the tax law, doing it all un-
der the guise of charity. This is a part
of the bill with which I do not agree
completely. But we backed off of it, I
guess because the people running the
museums said, "If you do not let them
donate property and receive a- tax de-
duction, they will sell the property for
the benefit of Europeans and we will be
deprived of the opportunity to see it."

Mr. REID of New York. Second, Mr.
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Speaker, may I ask this. question: It
is my understanding that personal prop-
erty, such as a painting, given to a
charity or foundation is not taxable, but
you have changed the statute as you
have indicated a minute ago relative to
appreciated property given to a charity
or foundation?

Mr. MILLS. We limit the taxpayer in
the deductioll he may take. He can give
this kind of property and get a chant-.
ajle contribUtion deduction for up to 30
percent of his adjusted gross income.

Mr. Speaker, I include in my remarks
a table which has been prepared by the
staff of the Joint Committee on Internal
Revenue Taxation which has a number
of charts, tables, and other statistical
information showing the financial effect,
the dollar effect of any of these
provisions:

TABLE 1.—BALANCING OF TAX REFORM AND TAX RELIEF UNDER H.R. 13270—CALENDAR YEAR TAX LIABILITY

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (AUG. 7, 1969)

[In millions of dollars]

1970 1971 1972 1974 long run 1970 1971 1972 1974 Long run

Tax reform program under
House bill' +1,665 +2,080 +2,215 +2, 650 +3, 605

Repeal of investment credit._ +2, 500 +3,000 +3,000 +3, 100 +3, 300

Tax reform and re—
peal of investment
credit' +4,165 +5,080 +5,215 +5,750 +6,905

Income tax relief under
Hnuse bill 1 —1,912 1 —6,568 —9,273 9, 273 —9,273

Balance between reform
(+) and relief (—)
under House bills. - +2,253 —1,488 —4,058 —3,523 —2,368

Extension of surcharge and
excises +4,270 +800 +800

Total +6,523 —688 —3,258 —3,523 —2,368

B. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE (DEC. 11, 1969)

Tax form program ueder
Senate bill +915 +1, 135 —455 +65 +895

Amendment of investment
credit +1,710 +2,200 +2,200 +2,300 +2,510

Tax reform and
amendment of
investment credit_ - +2,625 +3,335 +1,745 +2,365 +3,405

Income tan relief under
Senate bill —3,963 —8,883 —8,883 —8, 883 —8,863

Balance between reform
(+) and relief (—)
under Senate bill' —1,338 —5,548 —7,138 —6,581 —5,478

Extension of surcharge and
excises +4,720 +800 +800

Total +2, 932 —4,748 —6,338 —6,518 —5,478

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE (DEC. 19, 1969)

Tax reform program under
conference bill +1,150 +1,430 +1, 660 +2,195 +3,320

Repeal of investment credit.. +2,500 +2,990 +2,990 +3,090 +3,300

Tan reform and
repeal of invest-
mentcredit +3,650 +4,420 +4,650 +5,285 +6,620

lecnme tax relief under
conference bill —1,441 —4,927 —7,269 —9,134 —9,134

Balance between refnrm
(+) and relief (—) under
conferesce bills +2,200 —507 —2,619 3, 849 —2,514

Extension uf surcharge and
excises +4,270 +800 +800

Total +6,479 +293 —1,819 —.3,849 —2,514

I Revised.

TABLE 2.—BALANCING OF TAX REFORMAND TAX RELIEF UNDER HR. 13270—CALENDAR YEAR TAX LIABILITY

fIn millions of dollars)

1970 1971 1972 1974 Lung run 1970 1971 1972 1974 Long run

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (AUG. 7, 1969)

Tax reform program under
House bill I -1.1, 665 +2, 080 +2,215 +2, 650 +3,605

Repeal of investment credit_ +2,500 +3,000 +3,000 +3,100 +3,300
—

Tan reform and repeal
uf investment credit' +4,165 +5,080 +5, 215 +5,740 +6,905

Income tax relief:
Low-iocome allowance__ —625 —-625 —.625 ---625 —625
Removal of phaseout on

low Income allowance —2,027 —2,027 —2, 027 —2,027
Increase in standard

deductions '—1, 087 '—867 —1, 373 —5, 373 —1,373
Rate reduction —2,249 —4,498 —4,498 —4,498

A. AS PASSED BY THE LIOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (AUG. 7, 1969)—Contfnued

Income tan relief:
Maximum 50.perceot

rate n earned income. —200 —150 —100 —100 —100

Intermediate tan treat-
meat for certain
single persons, etc —650 650 —.650 —.650

Total tan relief
under House bill.. '—1,912 '—6,568 —9,273 '9, 273 —9,273

Balance between reform (+)
and relief (—) under
House bill' +2,253 —1,488 4,058 '3, 523 —2,368

Entension of surcharge and
excises +4,270 +800 +800

Total +6,523 —688 —3,258 —3,523 —2,368
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TABLE 2.BALANCING OF TAX REFORM AND TAX RELIEF UNDER HR. 13270—CALENDAR YEAR TAX LIAB3LITV—Confinued

[In millions of doIlrs]

Tax reform program under
Senate bill

Amendment of investment
credit

Tan reform and amendment
of investment crisdit +2,625

I ecome tax relief:
Low-income allowance_ —550
Change in phaseout on

low income allowance. —146
Increase in exsmption — —3,267
Tax treatment of single

single pers000

Total tax relief
under Senate bill. —3,963

Tao reform under cnovereoce
hill +1,150

Repeal of investment credit +2,500

Tax reform and repeal
of investment credit +3,650

Income toe relief:
Low-income allowance. - —625
Increase in standard

deduction°
Increase in e000iptioo_ - —316
Maximum 50-percent

rate on earned in-
come

Tan treatment of siogle
persons

Total tan relief
ooder confer-
ence bill —1, 441

Balance between reform (-f—)
and relief (—) under con-
ference bill +2, 209

Eotensiao of surcharge and
excises +4,270

Total +6,479

Increase (4-)
decrease (—)

from reform and
relief provisions

Tao uoder
present

fowl Amount
(millions) (millions) Percentage

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (AUG. 7,

1969)

Ots$3,000 $1,169 —3775 —66.3
$3,000 to $5,600 3, 320 —1, 049 —31. 6
$5,000 to $7,000 5,591 —996 —17.8
$7,000 to $10,000 11,792 —1,349 —11.4
$10,000 to $15,000 18, 494 —1,932 —10.4
$15,000 to $20,000 9,184 —775 —8.4
$20,000 to $50,000 13, 988 —976 —7.0
$50,000 to $100,000 6,659 —365 —5.5
$100,000 and over,. 7,686 +324 +4.2

Total 77, 884 —7, 893

Increase (+)
dncrease (—)

trvm reform and
relief provisicos

Tax under
prnseot

law I Amount
(millions) (millions) Percentage

Increase (1)
decrease (—)

from reform and
relief provisions

Tasander — ——
present

Adiusted gross income law I Amount
class (millions) (millions) Percentage

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE (DEC. 19, 1969)

TABLE 4.—TAX RELIEF PROVISIONS UNDER HR. 13270 AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS AND TOTAL FOR ALL REFORM AND RELIEF PROVISIONS AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS, WHEN FULLY EFFECTIVE,
BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME CLASS, 1969 LEVELS

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (AUG. 7, 1969)

Re millions of dollorsi

Relief provisions

15-percent Maximum
Reform Low income Elimination $2,000 stand- General rate tax on earned Intermediate Total relief

Adjasted gross income class provisions allowance of phaseout ord deduction reduction iocome tax treatment provisions

1970 1971 1972 1974 Long run

B. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE (DEC. 11, 1969)

+915 +1, 135 —455 -1-65 +895

+1710 +2,200 +2,200 +2,300 +2,510

1970 1971 1972 1974 Long run

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE (DEC. 19, 1969)

+3, 335 +1, 745 -4-2, 365 +3, 405

—550 —550 —550 —550

—1,507 —1,507 —1, 507
—6, 406 —6, 406 —6, 406

+1,430 +1,660
+2, 990 +2, 990

—1, 507
—6,406

—420 —420 —420 —420

42, 195 -13,320
-1-3, 090 43,300

Balance between reform
(-I-) and relief (—) under
Senate bill

Eotev sian of surcharge and
escises

—8,883 —8, 883

+4,420 4-4,650 +5,285 -1-6,620

—8, 880

—1,338

+4, 270

—8, 883

+1,592 —2,057 —2,057 —2,057

Tofal +2,932

—1,207 —1,355 —1,642
—1,633 —3,267 '—4, 845

—5,548 —7,130 —6,510 —5,478

+800 +800

—1,642
—4,845

—4,748 —6,330 —6,518 —5,478

—75 —170 —170 —170

—420 —420 —420 —420

—4,927 —7, 269 —9, 134 —9, 134

—507 —2, 619 —3,849 —2, 514

+800 +800

I Revised.
- °1971:13 percent, $1,500 ceiling; 1972: 14 percent, $2,000 ceiling; 1973: 15 percent, 32,00001970; 13 percent, $1,400 ceiliog; 1971: 14 perceof, $1,700 ceiling; 1972: 15 percent $2,000 ceiling.

ceiling.

TABLE 3.—INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX LIABILITY—TAX UNDER PRESENT LAW AND AMOUNT AND PERCENTAGE OF CHANGE UNDER REFORM AND RELIEF PROVISIONS UNDER
HR. 13270 WHEN FULLY EFFECTIVE

+293 —1,819 —3,849 —2,514

Adjusted grass income
class

Adjusted gross income
class

B. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE (DEC. 11, 1969)

—10.1

0 to $3,000 $1, 169 —3925 —79.1 0 to $3,000 $1, 169 —$816 —69.833,00010 $5,000 3,320 —1,355 —40.8 33,0001065,000 3,320 —1,101 --33.2$5,000 to $7,000 5,591 —1,581 —28.3 85,000 to $7,000 5,591 —1,112 —19.9$7,000 to $10,000 11,792 —2,380 —20.2 $7,000 to $10,000 It, 792 —1,859 —15.8$10,000 to $15,000 18, 494 —2,460 —13.3 $10,000 to $15,000 18, 494 —2,327 —12.6$15,000 to $20,000 9,184 —1,092 —11.9 615,00010320,000 9,184 —791 —8.6620.00010650,000 13,988 —851 —6.1 $25,000 to $50,000 13,988 —715 —5.1$50,000 to $100,000 6,659 —108 —1.6 650,000 to $100,000 6,659 —128 —1.9$100,000 and over 7,686 +625 +8.1 $100,000 and over 7,686 +557 +7.2
Total 77, 884 —10,128 —13.0 Total 77, 884 —8, 294 —10.6

i Exclusive of tax surcharge.

Note: Details do not necessarily add to totals bocause of
rounding.

01033,000 —
$3,000 to $5,000__......____
$5,000 to $7,000.... —___________
67,00010610 000_,._
$10,000 to $1,000..
$55,000 to $20,000..
$20,000 to$50,000.._
$50,000 to $100,00I)_..____,..,___..
$100,000 and over.._____,......_

+16 —552 —202
—3 —72 —788
+3 —1 —594
+7 —335 —228

+26 — —83 —789
+23 —16 —231
+90 —8 —117

+137 —1 —7
+1, 081 —1

—27
—141
—329
—663
—975
—496
—806
—420 —20
—641 —80

—10
—45
—75

—130
—111

—55
—135

—54
—35

—791
—1,046

—999
—1,356
—1,958

—798
—1,066

—502
757

—.775
—1,049

—996
—1,349
—1,932

—775
—976
—365
+324

Total .———__ —— +1,380 —625 '—2,027 —1,373 —4,498 —100 —650 —9,273 —7,893

Total, al
provisions
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TABLE 4.—TAX RELIEF PROVISIONS UNOER H.R. 13270 AFFECTING INOIVIOUALS ANO TOTAL FOR ALL REFORM ANO RELIEF PROVISIONS AFFECTING INOIVIOUALS, WHEI FULLY EFFECTIVE

BY AOJUSTED GROSS INCOME CLASS, 1969 LEVELS

B. AS PASSEO BY THE SENATE (0CC. 11, 1969)

Ito millions of dullsrsl

Relief provisions

Tan treatment
Reform Low income $800 of single

Adjusted gross income class provisions allowance enemption persons
Total relief
provisions

Total all
previsions

0 to $3,000 —69 —682 —174
$3,000 to $5,000 —159 —119 477

$5,000 to $7,000 —313 —458 —003 —7
$7,000 to $10,000 —492 —198 —1,645 —45
$10,000tn $15,000 —517 —1,875 —68
$15,000 to $20,000 —391 —639 —62
$20,000 to $50000 —57 —615 —179
$50 000 to $106,000 +71 —139 —40
$100,000 sod over +682 -,-40 —17

—856
—1,196
—1,266
—1,888
—1,943

—701
794

—179
—57

—925
1, 355

—1,581
—2,380
—2,460
—1,092

—851
—108

t625

Total —1,245 —2,057 —6,406• —420 —8,883 —10,128

C. AS APPROVEO BY THE CONFERENCE (OEC. 19, 1969)

110 millions of dollars!

Relief provisions

15-percent
$2,000 Manimum tan Tantreatment

Reform Low income $750 standard en earned et single
Adjosted gross income class provisions allowance enemptiaa deduction income persann

Total relief
provisions

Total all
provisions

0 to $3,000 +6 —68 —140
$3,000 to $5,000 —6 —719 —366 —10
$5,000 to $7,000 4 —458 —612 —31 7

$7,000 to $10,000 —5 —198 —1,244 —366 45

$10,000 to $15,000 +6 —1,407 —858 —68
$15,000 to $20,000 7 —480 —242 —62
$20,000 to $50,000 +56 —462 —125 5 179
$50,000 to $100,000 +54 —104 —8 —30 —40
$100,000 and over +740 30 —1 —135 —17

—822
—1,095

1,108
1,853

—2,333
—784

771
—182
—183

—816
—1,101

1,112
—1,858
—2,327

—791
715

—128
+557

Total +040 —2,057 —4,845 —1,642 —170 420 9,134 8, 294

Note: Oetailo 4o not necessarily add to totals hecaase of raanding.

TABLE 4A.—INOIVIOUAL INCOME TAX RELIEF PROVISIONS IN HR. 13270, CALENOAR YEARS 1970-73

A. AS PASSEO BY THE HOUSEOF REPRESENTATIVES

Provioinn 1970 1971 1972 1973

Mieimom standard deduction $1,100—I :2' $1,100 $1,100
Percestage standard deduction 13 percent—$1,400 14 percent—$1,700 15 percent—$2,000
Rate reduction S 34 of reduction Foil redaction
Ikianimem tao rate on earned income 50 percent 50 percent 50 percent
Intermediate tao treatment for certain single 34 split income beoeft 34 split income benett

persons, etc.

B. AS PASSEO BY THE SENATE

Minimum standard dedactios $1, 0001:42 $1,000 $1,000
Personal enemption $700 $800 $000
Tao treatment of single persons Tao no greater than 120 percent of Tao no greater than 120 percent of

joint retarn tan with same joint netern tao with same
tanoble income, taoahte income.

C. AS APPROVEO BY THE CONFERENCE

Minimum standard deduction $1,100—I :2' $1,050—I :15 i $1,060 $1,000.
Percentage standard deduction 13 percent—$1,500 14 perceot—$2,800 15 percent—$2,000.
Personal eoemylioo $650 from July 1 $650 $700 $750.
Masimam lou rate on earned income' 60 percent 50 percent SUpercooL
Tao treatment of single persons Tan no greater than 120 percent of Tao no greater than 120 percent of Tan on greater than 120 percent of

joint return fan with same lana- joint retoro tan with same lana- joint robyn tan with same tana-
ble income, ble income. ble income.

'This luw-locome allowonce, or mioimum staodard dedactiso, is "phased not" by reducing
the ad,litinoal allowance (difference between the 1969 minimom standard deduclioo aod $1,100)
hy $1 for every $2 of adjusted gross income io enceon of the 1970 noofaoahle level.

'A reduction of at least 1 perceofage point in each hrachet mith a 5 percent or more reduction
in tan in all brackets, taking place in 2 equal otages iv 1971 and 1972.

a Under the Noose bill the opecihed manimum marginal role is applicable to earned income;
under the conference bill the specified manimem marginal rate in applicahie to earned income
less preference income over $30,000 in the corrent year orthe overage tan prelerencen in eocess
of $30,000 for the current year and the prior 4 years, whichever is greater.

4 Widows and widowers, regardless at age, and single persons age 35 and over coo the head
of household rate schedole, i.e., tax liability halfway between that ot the regular rate schedule
used by single persaeo and the jdint return schedule; surviving upoones with dependent children
under age 19 or atteading school would have the joint return privilege.

Thin entire minimum standard deduction ($1,000) is ''phaned out'' by redecing it by $1 for
every $4 of adjusted groan income above the nootaoabte level.

Thin mioimnm standard deduction in ''phased out" by reducing the additional allowance
(differooco between the t969 minimum standard deduction and $1,050) by $1 for every $15 of
adjusted gross income icr euceso of the 1971 nontaxable level.
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TABLE 5.—TAX REFORM PROVISIONS UNDER HR. 13270 AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS, FULL-YEAR EFFECT—BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME CLASS

[In millions]

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (AUG. 7, 1969)

Eliminate Averag- Re-
alterna- 6. to 12- jog in- duced
tive tax month cluding De- per-
rate on gains Capital Pension Life capital ferred Chari- Inter- cent- Accu- Tax- Limit

long- included loss plan estates gains corn- table est age mclx- Moving free oq tax
Adjusted gross term at 100 limita- provi- provi- and 120 pen- deduc- deduc- deple- tion es- Farm Real dlvi- prefer- Allnca-
income class gains I percent i lion sinn sins percent sation tions tion lion trusts penses losses estate dends ences lion Total

Oto $3,000 +01 +05 u) (2) 3 +01 (2) —$1 (') t') +510 (') +016
$3,000 to $5,000 +2 +3 +01 (2) (2) +1 (2) —11 (2) (2) +1 (2) _3
$5,000 to 07.000 +2 +5 +2 (2) (2) +2 +01 —13 (2 +01 +3 (2) +3
$7,000 to $10,000 +5 +9 +3 (2 (2) +2 +1 —23 + +2 +3 (2) +7
$10,000 to $15,000 +10 +15 +9 —$ (2) +5 +3 —29 +10 +3 +3 +52 +26
$15,000 to 020,0CC +10 +8 +6 —30 (2) +5 +3 —10 +10 +3 +15 +3 +23
$20,000 to $50,00C.... +01 +35 +16 +17 (2) +110 (2) +19 +16 —11 +45 +17 +10 +35 +90
$50,000 to 5100,0(10.... +11 +30 +4 +10 -145 +105 +05 +13 +17 —2 +05 +50 +19 +10 +65 +137
$100,000 and over.... +348 +55 (2) +22 +5 —50 +20 +020 +020 +22 +29 (2) +20 +140 +35 +30 +365 +1,081

Total. +360 +150 +65 +70 +10 —300 +25 +20 +20 +70 +70 +100 +25 +260 +80 +85 +470 +1,380

B. AS PASSED BY TH

110

E SENAT

millionsj

E (DEC. 11, 1969)

Adjusted gross
ncume class

Change
alterna-
tine tao

on long-
term

gaino I

Capital
loss

limi-
teflon

Life Averag- Chari-
estates ing at table
provi- 120 deduc-

sioo percent ti000

Re-
duced

per
cent-

age Accumu- Moving
deple- Iatioa es-

lion trusts penses

For-
eign

income
Farm

losses
Real

estate

Tao Tan on Aged
free prefer- medi-

dlvi- eoce in- cal so-
dends come penses

Trans-
porta-

tioq
for

dis-
abled

Higher
educa-

lion
en-

penses

Chil-
Citrus dren's
grove esemp-
costs Hon Total

0 to $3,000 +55 (2) (2) (5) —01 (2) (2) +02 —$2 —$1 —$70 —$2 —$69
$3,000lo$5,000 +3 (2) -I-SI -4-81 —12 (2) (2) (2) —6 —8 —130 —8 —159
$5,000 1057,000 +5 (5) +1 +1 —14 (5) (2) +51 (2) —13 —18 —260 (5) —16 —313
$7,000 to $10,000 +9 (2) +1 +1 —26 +01 +05 +2 (5) —18 —33 —410 2) —24 —492
$10,000 to $15,000 +15 —$5 +2 +5 —32 +3 +10 +3 (2) —26 —20 —455 2) —17 —517
$15,000to$20.000 +8 —20 +2 +6 —11 +10 +10 +3 (2) —15 —5 —375 2) —4 —391
$20,000 to 550,000...... +01 +16 (2) —45 +8 +30 .-12 +10 +40 +17 +48 —65 —4 —100 +02 —3 —57
$50,000 to $100,000 +7 +4 +05 —30 +5 +32 —2 +1 +05 +45 +19 +28 —49 —1 +3 —1 +71
$100,000 and Over...... +242 (2) +5 —10 ±520 +10 +54 (5) (2) +20 +125 +35 +207 —31 5) +5 (2) +682

Total +250 +65 +10 —110 +20 +30 +130 —110 +25 425 +235 +80 +285 —225 —90 —1,800 +10 —75 —1,245

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE (DEC. 19, 1969)

II n millionsl

Change Averaging
alterna- including
tine tan Capital Pension Life capital Chari- Reduced Tao on

on long- loss plan estates gains and table Interest percent- Accumu- Tao free prefer- Citrus
Adjusted gross term limi- provi- provi- 120 deduc- deduc- age latiori Moving Farm Real dlvi- eoce grove
income class gains! lotion sion sion percent tiuns tion depletion trusts expenses losses estate dends income costs Total

Ole $3,000 +05 (2) (2) (2) (2) 51 (1) () *02 +06
$3,000 to $5,000 +3 +01 (2) +01 +01 —12 (2) (2) Q) —6
$5,000 to $7,000 +5 +2 (2) +0 +1 —14 (2) +01 (2) (2) 4
57.00010 $10,000 +9 +3 (2) +1 +1 —26 +05 +2 (2) (2) —5
$10,000 to $15,000 +15 +8 —$5 +3 +4 —32 +10 +3 (2) (2) +6
$15,000jo$20,000 +8 +5 —30 +3 +5 —11 +10 —4-3 (2) (2) .—7
$20,000lo $50,000 +01 +16 +14 (2) —110 +11 +27 —12 +42 +17 +48 +82 +56
$50,000 to $100,0O0 +7 +4 +8 +05 —105 +7 +2& —2 +05 +47 +19 +28 +3 +54
$100,000 and over +267 (2) +19 +5 —50 +020 +520 +13 +48 (2) +20 +131 +35 +207 +5 +740

Total +275 +65 +60 +10 —300 +20 +20 +40 +115 —110 +25 +245 +80 +285 +10 +840

'Assumes 3,' of effect as compared with no change in realization. 2 Less than $500,000.

TABLE 6.—REVENUE ESTIMATES, TAX REFORM UNDER HR. 13270, CALENDAR YEAR LIABILITY'

[In millions of dollars[

As passed by the House of Representatives As passed by the Senate As approved by the conference

Long Long Long
Provision 1970 1971 1972 1974 run 1970 1971 1972 1974 run 1970 1971 1972 1974 run

Corporate capital gains 175 175 175 175 140 175 175 175 175 175 105 175 175 175 175
Foundations 65 70 75 85 100 20 25 25 25 30 35 35 40 45 55
Unrelated business income 5 5 5 5 20 5 5 5 5 20 5 5 5 5 20
Contributions 5 10 20 20 50 5 10 20 20 20 5 10 20 20 20
Farm losses (2) 5 10 10 25 25 25 25 25 25 (2) 5 10 10 25
Moving expenses —100 —100 —100 —100 —100 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —01
Railroad amortization 2 (2) —5 —415 —'60 —85 —125 —115 —160 —185 —105 —105 —95 —140 —165 —85
Amortization dl pollution facilities8 —40 —130 —230 —380 —400 —15 —40 —70 —115 --120 —15 —40 —70 —115 —120
Corporate mergers, etc 10 20 25 40 70 (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 5 10 15 25 40
Multiple corporations 4 45 4 75 4 105 4j75 235 30 70 120 235 235 25 60 100 195 235
Accumulation trusts 50 70 70 70 70 5 10 35 60 130 10 25 35 55 115
Income averaging —300 —300 —300 —300 —300 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —300 —300 —300 —300 —300
Deterred compensation:

Restricted stock (2) (2) (2) (5) (2) (2) (2) (2) (1) (1) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2)
Other deferred compensation (2) (2) 5 10 25

Footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 6.—REVENUE ESTIMATES, TAX REFORM UNDER H.R. 13270, CALENDAR YEAR LIABILTY 5—Continued

tin millions of dollarsi

Provision

An passed by the House of Representatives As passed by the Senate As approved by the conference

1970 1971 1972 1974
Long

run 1970 1971 1972 1974
Lang

run 1970 1971 1972 1974
Lang

run

Stock dividends (2) (2) (2) (2) (5) (2) (2) (5) (2) So (2) (2) (2) (2) (15

Subchapter S (5) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) () (2) (2) (dc

Tax-free dividends 80 80 80 80 O 86

Financial institutions:
Commercial banks:

Reserves 250 250 250 250 250 225 150 125 100 100 225 150 125 100 250

Capital gains 50 50- 50 50 50 (2) 5 5 10 50 5 10 15 25 50

Mutual thrift reserves:
Savings and loan associations 10 25 35 60 125 10 20 30 40 40 20 35 45 60 85

Mstuai savings banks (2) 5 10 15 35 20 25 30 35 35 25 25 30 30 35

Tan-esempt intereot (2) (2) (2) (2) (0)

Individual capital gains:
Capital lass provisions 50 50 55 60 65 50 50 55 60 65 50 50 55 60 65

6.mnnths-1 year holding period' 100 150 150 150 150

Pension plans (2) 5 10 25 70 (2) 5 10 20 60

Casualty lass (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2

Sale of papers (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (5) (5) (2) (2) (2) (a

Life estates 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Franchises (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (5) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (9) (9)

Alternative rate prevision' 360 360 360 360 360 150 200 250 250 250 165 220 275 2)5 2'
Natural resources:

Production payment 100 110 125 150 200 100 110 125 150 200 110 110 125 150 200

Percentage depletion 400 400 400 400 400 150 150 150 150 150 235 235 235 235 235

Foreign depletion 25 10 (2) (2) (2)

Foreign income:
Loss carryover 35 -
Restriction en mineral credits 30 30 30 30 30

Reduced eoctusion 25 25 25 25 25

Individual interest deduction 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

Regulated utilities 2 60 140 185 260 310 60 140 185 260 310 60 140 185 260 310

Cooperatives (2) (2) (2) (2)

Limit ox tau preferences 40 50 60 70 85

Allocation 205 420 425 440 470

las on preference income 630 635 645 670 680 590 595 600 625 635

Real estate:
Used property32 15 40 65 150 250 15 35 55 125 210 15 35 55 130 220

New nnnhnusing (2) 60 170 435 960 (2) 60 170 435 960 (2) 60 170 435 960

Capital gain, recapture 5 15 25 50 125 (2) 5 10 20 50 (2) 10 15 30 80

Rehabilitation 52 —15 —50 —100 —200 —330 —15 —50 —100 —200 —330 —15 —50 —100 —200 —330

Medical expenses fnr aged —225 —225 —225 —225 —225

Transportation deduction br disabled —90 90 —90 —90 —90

Exemption for luster children
(2) (2) (5) (2) (2

Revision at children's suppuritest '
Capitalizatinn of citrus grove expenses 5 10 10 10 10 5 10 10 .10 10

Credit for education expense
—1,800 —1,800 —1,800

Total tax refer 1,665 42,080 2,215 42,650 43,605 915 1,135 —455 65 895 1,150 1,430 1,660 2,195 3,320

Plus investment credit 2,500 3, 000 3, 000 3, 100 3, 300 1,710 2,200 2,200 2,300 2, 510 2,500 2,990 2,990 3,090 3, 300

Total '4,165 45,080 45,215 '5,750 46,905 2,625 3,335 1,745 2,365 3,405. 3,650 4,420 4,650 5,285 6,620

i Eucept ax indicated these estimates are all at current levels, the time difference beivg solely to 0 Assumes of effect as compared with no change in realization.

show the phasein,
Less than $2,500,000.

Note: Calendar year 1969 estimates, nutshowv above, areas follows: iiederthe House bill and the

The figures in the ''long run" calumny are tor 1979
Conference bill repeal of the investment credit $900,000,000 and under the Senate bill amendment

4 Revised
. of the investment credit $370,000,000; under the House hilt corporate capital gains $75,000,000.

2 Assumes growth.
rnultigIecorçorations $20,000,000, accumulation trusts $20,000,000, and individual capital gaina

TABLE 7.—TAXABLE RETURNS UNDER PRESENT LAW AND NUMBER MADE NONTAXABLE BY RELIEF PROVISOINS OF HR. 13270—Continued

Number ot returns in tbousandst

Returns made Returno made Returns Returns

nootaxable by Returns Retarns nontaxahie by remaining made non-

law-income remaining taxable low income taxable—but tanable by

Returns allowance taxable—but - under allowance and benefiting low-income

tavabin and 15 per- bevetiting Adjusted gross present $800 from the re!,ef allswance, Returns

under cent $2,000 from the income class law exemptisn provision 15 percent remaining

Arljusled grsss prevent standard relief

_________________________________________________________

Returns $2,000 taxable—

income class law deduction provisieos 2 taxable standard but benefiting

_____________________________________________

B. AS PASSED BY THE SENATES (DEC. 11, 1969) under deduction from the
Adjusted grvss present and $750 reltel

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES' 0 to $3000 10,053 6,111 3,942 income class law exemption provisions

(AUG 7 1969 $3,000 to $5,000.. -. 9,562 1,445 8,117
- $5 000 to $7 000. - - 9 779 570 9, 209

0 lx $3 000 10 053 5149 4 904 57:00010 $10,000 -- 13, 815 211 13, 604 C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE' (DEC. 19, 1969)

0300010 05000 95 , '
$10,000 lv $15,000 13 062 36 13, 026

05000 to 07000 9'779 4 •
$15,000 to $L0 000 3,85c 3,852 Ole $3,000 10,053 5,846 4,207

$70001 010 000 13' 815 II '8 $20,000 to $50,000... 2,594 2,594 $3,000 In 55,000....... 9,562 1,131 8, 4l

010 0001 1 00 - - 13' 0
' $50,000 is $100,000 340 340 $5,010 to $7,000 - -- 9,779 424 9,355

1500 I °2 '00 -- '8 ' $100,000 and over... 95 95 $7,000 to $10,000.... 13, 815 172 13, 643

$20000 1 5000 - - 2' 5
'

______________________________________

$10,000 to $15,000 - 13, 062 28 13, 034

$50 000 to $100 000
2 Total 63152 8 373 54779 2 3 850

$100,000 and Over.. - 95 95 $50,000 In $100,000_ 340 340

Total 63, 152
$100,000 and over.. 95 95

Total 63, 152 7,603 55, 549

I Provislnns effective fur tan year 1972 and thereafter.
2 Revised, -

I Provistoas effective for tax year 1971 and thereafter.
4 Provisions effective fur tax year 1973 and thereafter.

5,592 57, 560
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TABLE 8.—TAX BUF:DEN ON THE SINGLE PERSON UNDER PRESENT LAW' AND UNDER HR. TABLE 8.—TAX BURDEN ON THE SINGLE PERSON UNDER PRESENT I.AY 1 AND UNDER HR.

13270 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,5 AS PASSED BY THE SENATE,8 13270 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,2 AS PASSED BY THE SENATE,5
AND AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE' AND AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE '—Continued

A. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCENT IF INC,.ME

I. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

B. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 18 PERCENT OF INCOME—Continued

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

Single persons under 35 (other Single persons 35 and over (and
than widows and widowers) widows and widowers at any age)

Tax decrease Tax decrease
Adjusted gross Triojunder

income (wages present Tax under Percent- Tax under Percent-
and salaries) law H.R. 13270 Amount age H.R. 13270 Amount age

$900 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

$1700 $115 0 $115 100.0 0 $115 100.0
$1,750 123 $7 116 94.3 $7 116 94.3
$1,800 130 13 117 90.0 13 117 90.0
$3,000 329 180 149 45.3 175 154 46.0
$3,500 415 258 157 37.8 250 165 39.8
$4,000 500 344 156 31.2 331 169 33.8
$5,000 671 524 147 21.9 501 170 25.3
$7,500 1,168 1,023 145 12.4 957 211 18.1
$10,000 1, 742 1, 507 235 13. 5 1, 399 343 19. 7
$12,500 2,398 2, 078 320 13. 3 1, 907 491 20. 5
$15,000 3,154 2,806 348 11.0 2,532 622 19.7
$17,500 3,999 3,683 316 7. 9 3, 250 749 18. 1
$20,000 4,918 4,650 268 5. 4 4, 042 876 17. 8
$25,000 6,902 6, 566 416 6. 0 5, 643 1, 339 19.2

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

•
Adjusted gross income Tao under Tax under

Tax decrease

(wages and salaries) present law H.R. 13270 Amount Percentage

$900 0 0
$1,700 $115 0
$1,750 123 0
$1,800 130 0
$3,000 329 $177
$3,500 415 259
$4,000 500 348
$5,000 671 538
$7,500 1, 168 1, 047
$10,000 1,742 1,640
$12,500 2, 398 2, 212
$15,000 3, 154 2, 833
$17,500 3, 999 3, 505
$20,000 4,918 4,238
$25,000 6, 982 5, 876

0

$115
123
130
152
156
152
133
121
102
186
321
494
680

1, 106

0
100.0
100.0
100.0
46.2
37. 6
30.4
19.8
10. 4
5.9
7.8

10.2
12. 4
13.8
15. 8

3. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

.

Adjusted gross income Tao under Tax under
(wages and salaries) present awl HR. 13270

Tao decrease

Amount Percentage

B. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 18 PERCENT OF INCOME

1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Single persons 35 and over (and
Single persons under 35 (other widows and widowers at any

than widows and widowers) age)

Tax Tax decrease Tax decrease
Adjusled gross under Under Under
income (wages present HR. Percent- H.R. Percent-
aod salaries) law 13270 Amount age 13270 Amount age

$900 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
$1,708 $114 0 $114 100.0 0 $114 100.0
$1,750 120 $7 113 94.2 $7 113 94.2
$1,800 126 13 113 89.7 13 113 89.7
$3,000 286 180 106 37.1 175 111 38.8
$3,500 361 258 103 28.5 250 111 30.7
$4,000 439 344 95 21.6 331 108 24.S
$5,000 595 524 71 11.9 501 94 15.8
07.500 1,031 976 55 5.3 915 115 11.3
$10,000 1,530 1,438 92 6. 0 1,336 194 12.7
$12,500 2,092 1,976 116 5.5 1,816 276 13.2
$15,000 2,734 2,580 154 5.6 2,342 392 14.3
$17,500 3,460 3,265 195 5.6 2,910 550 15.9
$20,000 4, 252 4, 016 236 5. 6 3, 520 732 17. 2
$25,000 6, 025 5, 688 337 5.6 4, 905 1, 120 18.6

Tax under Tax under
Adjusted gross income (wages present law HR. 13270
and salaries)

$900 0 0 0 0
$1,700 $114 0
$1,750 120 0
$1,800 126 0
$3,000 286 $177
$3,500 361 259
$4,000 439 348
$5,000 595 538

$114
120
126
109
102
91
57

100.0
100.0
100.0
38.1
28. 3
20. 7
9.6

$7,500 1,031 974
$10,000 1,530 1,446
$12,500 2,092 1,953
$15,000 2, 734 2,495
$17,500 3,460 3,080
$20,000 4,252 3,706
$25,000 — 6,025 5,122

57
84

339
239
380
546
903

5,5
5.5
6.6
8. 7

11.0
12. 8
15.0

3. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

.

Adjusted gross income Tao under Tax under
(wages and salaries) present law' HR. 13270

Tax decrease

Amount Perceotage

I Exclusive of tax surcharge.
2 Provisions effective for tax year 1972 and thereafter

Provisions effective fur tax ynarI971 and thereafter.
4 Provisions effective for tax year 1973 and thereafter.

Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tao under Tax uoaer —__________________ --. —

(wages and salaries) present law HR. 13270 Amount Percentage

Tax decrease

Amount Percentage

$900
$1,700
$1,750
$1,800
$3,000
$3,500
$4,000
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$12,500
$15,000
$17,500
$20,000
$25,000

0 0 0 0
$114 0 $114 100.0

120 0 120 100.0
126 $7 119 94.5
286 185 101 35.4
361 267 94 26.0
439 357 82 18.6
595 547 48 8.0

1,031 984 47 4.6
1, 530 1,458 72 4.7
2, 092 1,965 127 6. 1
2, 734 2, 509 225 8. 3
3, 460 3,094 366 30.6
4,252 3, 722 530 12. 5
6, 025 5, 140 885 14. 7

$900
$1,700
$1,750
$1,800
$3,000
$3,500
$4,000
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$12,500
$15,000
$17,500
$20,000
$25,000

0 0 0 0

0115 0 $115 100.0
123 0 123 100.0
130 $7 123 94.6
329 185 144 43.8
415 267 147 35.5
500 357 143 28.5
671 547 124 18.4

1,168 1,031 136 11.7
1,742 1,530 212 12.2
2, 398 2, 059 339 14. 2
3,154 2,702 452 14.3
3,999 3, 442 556 13. 9
4, 918 4, 255 663 13. 5
6,982 5,895 1,087 15.6

TABLE 9.—TAX BURDEN ON THE MARRIED COUPLE WITH NO DEPENDENTS UNDER PRESENT

LAW' AND UNDER HR. 13270 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 5 AS
PASSED BY THE ENATE5 AND AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE'

A. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCENT OF INCOME

1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

$1,600
$2,300
$2,500
$2,600
$3,000
$3,500
$4,000
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$12,500
$15,000
$17,500
$20,000
$25,000

0 0 0 0
$98 0 $98 100. 0
126 $26 100 79.4
140 39 101 72. 1
200 91 109 54.5
275 158 117 42.5
354 228 126 35.6
501 375 126 25. 1
915 792 123 13.4

1, 342 1, 174 168 12. 5
1,831 1,599 232 12.7
2,335 2,098 237 10.1
2,898 2,669 229 7. 9
3,484 3,276 208 6.0
4, 796 4, 530 266 5. 5

$1,600
$2,300
$2,500
$2,600
$3,000
$3,500
$4,000
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$12,500
$15,000
$17,500
$20,000
$25,000

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

0 0 0 0
$98 0 $98 100.0
126 0 126 100.0
140 0 140 100.0
200 $56 144 72.0
275 126 349 54.2
354 200 154 43.5
501 354 147 29.3
915 791 124 13.6

1,342 1,266 76 5.7
1,031 1,743 88 4.8
2, 335 2, 238 97 4. 2

-2, 898 2, 798 000 3. 5
3, 484 3, 372 112 3. 2
4, 796 4,668 128 2. 7



Adjusted gross income
(wages and salaries)

Tan wider Tan under
present law HR. 13270

Tan decrease

Amount Percentage

0 0
$74 100.0

75 53.6
79 46.5
90 31.0

111 16.2
156 14.0
220 14.0

$15,000
$17,500
$20,000
$25,000

$3,000
$3,500
$4,000
$4,200
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$12,500
$15,000
$17,500
$20,000
$25,000

$3,000
$3,500
$4,000
$4,200
$5,000
$7,500
$10,800
$12,500
$15,000
$17,500
$20,800
$25,000

$70
140
170
290
607

1,114
1, 567
2, 062
2, 598
3, 160
4,412

2,062 1,846
2,598 2,393
3,160 2,968
4,412 4,170

0 0
$70 0
140 0
170 $28
290 140
687 514

1,114 905
1,567 1,309
2,062 1.820
2, 598 2, 385
3,168 3,010
4,412 4,240

1113047

216 10. 5
205 7.9
192 6.1
242 5.5

0 0
$70 100. 0
140 100.0
170 100.0
178 61.4
186 27. 1
152 13.6
176 11.2
176 8.5
200 7.7
200 6.3
228 5.2

0 0
$70 100. 0
140 100.0
142 83.5
150 51.7
173 25.2
209 18.8
258 16. 5
242 11.7
213 8.2
150 4.8
172 3.9
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A. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCEHT OF INCOME

3. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

TABLE 9.—TAX BURDEN ON THE MARRIED COUPLE WITH NO DEPENDENTS UNOER TABLE 10.—TAX BURDEN ON THE MARRIED COUPLE WITH 2 DEPENDENTS UNDER PRESENT

PRESENT LAW' AND UNDER H.R. 13270 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA- LAW 'AND UNDER H.R. 13270 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE DF REPRESENTATI VES,s AS PASSED

TIVES 2 AS PASSED BY THE SENATE a AND AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE—Cnn. BY THE SENATE,' AND AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE 4—Continued

A. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCENT OF INCOME—Cnnlinned

.

Adlanted gross incnme
(wages and nalaries)

Tan onder
present law

Tan under
H.R. 13270

Tan decrease

Amount Percentage

$1,600
$2300
$2,500
$2,600
$3000
$3500
$4000
$5000
$7500
$10000
$12500
$15080
$17500
$20000
$25000

B

$98
126
140
280
275
354
501
915

1,342
1,831
2,335
2, 898
3, 484
4,796

0
B

B

$14
70

140
215
370
786

1,190
1,628
2, 150
2, 760
3, 400
4,700

0

$98
126
126
130
135
139
131
128
152
203
685
138
84
96

0

100.0
100.0
90.0
65. 0
49.1
39.3
26. 2
14. 0
11.3
11.1
7.9
4. 8
2. 4
2.0

1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Continued

Adjusted gross income
(wages and salaries)

Tan under
prenent law

Tan under
HR. 13270

Tan decrease
—

Amount Percentage

B. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 18 PERCENT OF INCOME

1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

$112
501
962

1, 391
1, 886
2, 398
2,980
4, 194

3. AS APPROVEO BY THE CONFERENCE

$1600 B B

$2,300 $96 0

$2,580 119 $26
$2,600 130 39
$3,000 179 91
$3500 241 158
$4000 303 228
$5,000 434 375
$7 500 801 751
$10000 1,190 1,120
$12,500 1,611 1,521
$15,000 2,062 1,951
$17,500 2, 548 2,405
$20,000 3,860 2,876
$25,000 4,184 3,951

B

$96
93
91
88
83
75
59
50
70
90

111
143
184
233

B
100.0
78.2
70.0
49.2
34.4
24.8
13.6

6. 2
5.9
5.6
5.4
5. 6
6.0
5.6

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

$1,600 0 0
$2,300 $96 B

$2,500 119 0
$2,600 130 0
$3,000 179 $56
$3,500 241 126
$4,000 303 200
$5,000 434 354
$7,500 801 725
$10,000 1,190 0,114
$12,560 1, 611 1, 523
$15,000 2,062 1,974
$17,500 2,548 2,448
$20,000 3,060 2,960
$25,000 4, 184 4,072

0
$96
119
130
123
115
103
80
76
76
88
88

100
100
112

B

106.
100.0
100.0
68.7
47.7
34.0
88. 5
9.5
6.4
5. 5
4.3
3.9
3.3
2.7

3. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

$1600 0 0
$2,300 $96 B

$2,500 119 B

$2,600 130 $14
$3,800 179 70
$3,500 241 140
$4,000 303 215
$5,000 434 370
$7,500 801 744
$10,000 1,190 1,133
$12,509 1,611 1,545
$15,000 2,062 1,996
$17,500 2, 548 2,473
$20,000 3, 060 2, 985
$25,000 4,184 4,100

0
696
i19
115
109
101
Sit
64
51
57
16
66
75
75
84

B

100.0
100.0
89.3
60.9
41.
29. 0
14.8
7.1
4.8
4.1
3.2
2. 9
2. 5
2.0

B. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 18 PERCENT OF INCOME

1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

I Enclunine nt tan surcharge.
:Prnnisinnn eHectine tnr tan year 1972 and therentter.
Prnnininns eBectine tnr tan year 1971 and thereatter.
Prnnisinnn eHectine tnr tan yeau 1973 and therealter.

TABLE 10.—TAX BURDEN ON THE MARRIED COUPLE WITH 2 DEPENDENTS UNDER PRESENT
LAW 'AND UNDER H.R. 13270 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,'AS PASSED

BY THE SENATE, AND.AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

A. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCENT OF INCOME

1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

$3,000 0 8
$3,500 $66 B
$4,000 123 $65
$4,200 147 91
$5,000 245 200
$7,500 578 540
$10,000 962 904
$12,500 1,352 1,273
$15,000 1,798 1,699
$17,500 2,249 2, 130
$20,800 2,768 2,660
$25,000 3,848 3,627

B

$66
58
56
45
38
58
79
99

119
160
221

B

100.0
47.2
38.1
18.4
6.6
6. 0
5.8
5.5
5.3
5.8
5.7

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

$3,000 B 0
$3,500 $66 0
$4,000 123 5
$4,200 147 0
$5,800 245 $112
$7,500 578 442
$10,000 962 810
$12,500 1,352 1,200
$15,000 1,798 1,622
$17,500 2,249 2,073
$20,000 2,760 2,560
$25,000 3,048 3,624

0
$66
123
147
133
136
152
152
176
176
200
244

B
180.0
100.0
100.0
54.0
23.3
15.5
11.8
9.2
7.8
7.8
5.2

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

$3,000 0 0
$3,500 $66 0
$4,000 123 0
$4,200 147 $29
$5,060 245 140
$7,500 578 476
$10,000 962 848
$12,500 1,352 1,238
$15,000 1,798 1,666
$17,580 2,249 2,117
$20,000 2,760 2,610
$25,000 3,848. 3,680

0
$66
123
119
105
102
114
114
132
132
150
168

0
100.0
100.0
80.9
42.9
17.7
11.9
8.4
7.3
5.9
5.4
4.4

$3,000 0 s
$3,500 $70 0

$4,000
$4,200
$5,000
$7,580
$10,000
$12,550

140
170
290
687

1,114
1,567

$65
91

200
676
958

1,347

Enclunine nt tan surcharge.
2 Prunis non eHectine br tan year 1972 and thereatter.

Prnnininnn elfecline br tan year 1971 and thereatter.
4 Pranininnn eHectine tar tan year 1973 and thereatter.
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TABLE 11.—EFFECT OF H.R. 13270 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, AS PASSED BY TUE SENATE, AND AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE FISCAL YEAR RECEIPTS, 1970

AND 1971

II n billions]

As passed by the House of Representatives

Fiscal year

Provision 1970 1971

TABLE 12.—EFFECT OF MAJOR SOCIAL SECURITY AMEND-
MENTS IN HR. 13270

In billions]

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

A. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

Calendar years:
Benefits (—).. —$5. 7 —$6. 4 —$6. 4 —66. 4
Tax (+) +6. 7

Total —5.7 —6. 4 —6.4 +. 3

Fiscal years:'

—66. 4
+6. 7

+3

Benefits (—) - - —2.6 —6.3 —6. 4 —6. 4
Tan (+) +. 7

—6. 4
+6.7

Total —2.6 —6. 3 —6. 4 —S.) +. 3

B. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

Calendar years:1
Benefits (—). - —$3. 9 —$4. 4 --$4. 4 —$4. 4

Fiscal years: 1

64. 4

Benefits (—) - - —1. 8 —4.3 —4. 4 —4. 4 —4. 4

I These estimates are at present levels.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. BYRNES).

(Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and to include ex-
traneous material.)

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, we approach the end of a
long, arduous, and at times very frus-
trating journey.

I am finishing my 24th year on The
Ways -and Means Committee, and in that
time we have had some major under-
takings in the field of trade, social securi-
ty, and taxes, but I do not know of any
legislatlor, that has consumed more of
our time than the consideration of the
arduous task we undertook almost a year
ago.

We have had a number of major re-
forms in the Tax Code since It was orig-

As passed by the Senate

Fiscal year

Provision 1970 1971

Tax reform provisions (+):
Corporation
tndividoal 2

+60.2 +60.9
(8) (3)

Total, tax reform provisions +.2 +9

Tetaf, repeal nf investment
credit

Extension of tax surcharge:
Corporation
Individual

+3 +7
+1.7 +4

Total, surcharge estension.... +2.0 +1.1
Extensional excise taxes +. 5 +1.1

Total, ether pravisians +3.2 +3.9

Total, all prnvisianx +1.7 —1.3

Inally enacted in 1913. The general re-
vision of 1939 was followed 15 years
later by the basic revisions of 1954. I was
involved in the basic reform of 1954, and
it took a considerable period of time to
produce the fl.nal product. Now, 15 years
later, we have accomplished this basic
revision during the current year.

I suppose we might ask the question,
have the frustrations and the long hours
and all that went into it been worth-
while? While I must confess that I am
not elated at the results, since I had
hoped for more than has been accom-
plished, I must conclude that it has been
a worthwhile undertaking. It may be that
my hopes were exaggerated. There were
those who told us last year and
again earlier this year, that Congress
would not undertake meaningful reform
of the Internal Revenue Code, that It
was an impossibility, that it was some-
thing that would always be deferred. We
have accomplished something that many
said was not within the capability of the
Congress, so maybe I should be elated
when it Is put in that context.

I am disappointed, however, because
we cannot, Mr. Speaker, say that no one
with subst"antial income will escape
taxes.

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. LANDRUIM. Mr. Speaker, we have
heard the gentleman from Wisconsin
talk about his hopes being abridged and
his appreciation for what has been ac-
complished, and about not as much being
accomplished as he had hoped for. I
think I can speak for the majority, or I
think when I say this I will be expressing
the feelings of the majority of the Ways
and Means Committee, that except for
the diligent efforts of tl'e distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from Arkansas,

and the distinguished ranking minority
member, the gentleman from Wisconsin,
in keeping all the members of the com-
mittee and the staff at work day and
night over a longer period of time than
I have known a committee to be kept at
work since I have been a Member of this
House, this would not have been accom-
plished, and the monumental task that
has been accomplished is due in no small
measure to the combined efforts of the
distinguished gentleman from Arkansas,
and the distinguished gentleman from
Wisconsin.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to have been
a part of the group that these gentlemen
led to this accomplishment.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, certainly I
do not want the gentleman from Wiscon-
sixi to conclude his remarks and take his
seat without my having an opportunity
to thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
from the bottom of a very grateful heart
for the very splendid and wonderful co-
operation that he gave, as well as the
members of the committee on his side
and the members on my own side of the
aisle in developing this bill, first of all,
in the Ways and Means Committee.

Then, Mr. Speaker, I want to thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin again for
standing as he did, along with the other
membes's of the conference, to see to it
that we developed in conference a con-
fes'ence report that could take on at least
the characteristics of fiscal responsibility
and the characteristics of tax reform.

I thank the gentleman, because with-
out him none of this would have been
possible.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I thank
the chairman most deeply.

I suppose some of my disappointment
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Tax refxrm prnvis:ons (+):
Corpnratinn +68.4 +61.0
Individo.aI +.3 +6

Tetal, tax reform pravisions +. 7 +1.6

Tax reliet provisic-ns (—): Individual..—.7 —3.6

Ax appruved by the conference

Other previsions (+):
Repeal of investment credit:

Corpsratinn
Individual

Other provisians (+):
-I—. 9 +1.9 Repeal ot investment credit:
+. 4 +. 6 Corporation

Individual

Tax relief provisions (—): Tax relief prvvisinvs (—):
Individual' —1.7 —6.1 Individual'

Total, repeal of investment
crerlit +1. 3 +2. 5

Entension ot tax sorcharge:
Corpxralion +. 3 +. 7
Individual +1.7 +. 4

Total, surcharge extension.. +2.0 +1.1
Extension of encise taxes +. 5 +1.1

Total, other pravisinns +3 8 +4.7

Tntaf, all provisions +3.8 +2.7

+7 +1.6
(3) +.t

+7 +1,7

Fiscal year

Provixion 1970 1971

Tan reform piovisivns (+):
Cnrpcralinn -3-90. 2 +60. 9
Individual2 (-) 1.2

Total, tan reform prnvi2ions -1-2 -3-1. 1

—3. 1

Other prnvixinns (+):
Repeal at investerent credit:

Corpnratien 4-. 9 -11.9
ledividoal -3-4 1.6

Total, repeal of investment
credit -11.3 -3-2.5

Eetevsioo of tan surcharge:
Corporation 4.3 1' 7
Individual -11.7 '3-. 4

Tntaf, surcharge extension.,. 1-2.0 -3-1. 1

Eefevsinn ot eacise taeex., -3-. 5 -3.1. 1

Total, other prnvisivnx -1-3.8 '3 4.7

Tnlal, all provisinvs +3.7 -32.7

'Does not reflect the iocrease in tax receipts resulting from the impositian of increased penalties a L.ess than $50,000,800.
for failure to pay tax and make depnsits when due. 4 Dnes nat reflect $208,000,000 reduction in receipts resalfing from cerlilicalinn nf anataxability

2 Does not reflect increase in tax receipts resulting from the imposition et increased penalties far far withhvlding tax purpxses.
failure to pay tax and make deposits when due; nnr the increase in receipts revolting frnm the pro-
visions regarding the repnrtiag of medical payments for which data are oat available.
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results from the fact that we cannot say
that no one with substantial Income will
be able to escape the payment of his fair
share of taxes, since there are areas we
did not come to grips with for one reason
or another.

One of them, mentioned by the chair-
man, is the use of municipal bonds. Also,
we did not do as much as we had hoped
to do or as the House did In the area of
closing the use of Intangible drilling costs
to reduce taxes. Presently, we allow these
costs to be expensed rather than
capitalized.

Additionally, the continuation of the
special 200 percent declining balance and
sum of the years digit methods of real
estate depreciation on residential hous-
ing leaves avenues open to reduce or
escape taxation.

There are justifications for the con-
ference action in relaxing the House bill
in this area, because of the great need
for an increase in housing in this coun-
try. But the point still remains that some
of these avenues have not been com-
pletely closed.

It is also regrettable that the reform
represented by rate changes which were
contained in the House bill and in the
Senate Finance Committee bill were
scuttled in the conference argument. It
Is rate reform, I would tell my colleagues,
that is needed If we are to provide an
equitable change in the tax burden on
our people.

It is rate reform that will provide
equity for the great mass of Americans
in the middle income group. There was
a complaint about the bill as it original-
ly passed the House committee, because
we did not recognize the problem of the
individual in the middle income level
who pays high state and local taxes,
meets high interest payments on his
home mortgage, and incurs high medi-
cal costs that prevent him from bene-
fiting from the increase in the standard
deduction. Similarly, the middle income
groups will not benefit from the low-
income allowance.

After the bill was reported from the
Ways and Means Committee we recog-
nized this gap, and the committee met
again after it filed its report to provide
rate changes benefiting the middle in-
come groups as well as all other tax-
payers: I must report to you that those
rate changes,, which were also included
in the bill that passed the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, have been eliminated
from the bill.

On the other hand, I would not want
my disappointments to indicate that all
of the work and effort underlying this
bill have not been worthwhile, because
they have been. The great majority of
devices used to reduce or escape taxa-
tion have been materially limited.

While I disagree with some of the de-
tails of our final proposal—particularly
the deletion of any reform in the area of
tax exempt bonds—I do recommend the
final bill to the House of Representatives.

By and large it combines most of the
better elements in both the House and
Senate bills.

In this connection, it is appropriate to
emphasize the singularly unstinting ef-
forts throUghout the last year of the
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dedicated and able chief of staff of the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
Taxation, Dr. Woodworth, and his fine
staff, and the Assistant Secretary and
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Treasury
for Tax Policy, Mr. Edwin Cohen and Mr.
John Nolan, and their staffs. At the same
time, I want to emphasize the contribu-
tion made by Mr. Ed Craft and his staff
In the House legislative counsel's office
in working long hours in the difficult task
of drafting this legislation and the con-
ference report. For a solid year these
people have been burning the midnight
oil to assist both the Ways and Means
Committee and the Senate Finance
Committee, as well as the conference
committee to produce this monumental
legislation.

I wIll not go into great detail, as this Is
provided In the conference report that is
available to all the members and since
our able chairman has provided his usual
thorough and accurate explanation of
the details of this bill. As one who has
worked long and hard for tax reform, I
do want to.point out that this bill does
represent a real accomplishment in three
fundamental areas.

First, it increases tax equity by sub-
stantially closing loopholes that have
enabled some citizens to avoid paying
their fair share of taxes while imposing
unduly heavy burdens on other citizens.
When the tax reform bill was before the
House in August, I pointed out that com-
prehensive reforms were recommended
in nearly every major area of our Federal
income tax law. These reforms have
enabled us to include a program of tax
relief that will reduce the unduly heavy
burdens borne by the average American
taxpayer who has for too long carried
more than his fair share of the load. The
tax reforms recommended will, in the
long run, raise $6.6 billion, and the relief
provided will total over $9 billion. This
relief includes improved tax equity for
single peoplç, a liberalized standard de-
duction, and a low income allowance
that will remove over 5 million low-
income individuals from the tax rolls.
A phased-in increase in the personal
exemption from its present level of $600
to $750 is also included. The personal
exemption, which was last increased
from $500 to $600 by a Republican Con-
gress in 1948, has long been considered
inadequate.

The conferees also retained a funda-
mental improvement in the relief pro-
visions of the House tax bill that will en-
sure that no one will pay a higher mar-
ginal rate on their earned income than
50 percent. By ensuring that the Fed-
eral Government will not be more than
an equal partner, in ,the income earned
by our citizens, a substantial reduction
in incentive to avoid taxes through loop-
holes and a fundamental improvement
in equity was achieved.

Second, the final bill takes an impor-
tant step in the direction of a goal that
I have consistently worked for—simpli-
fication of our complex tax laws for the
average taxpayer. The conference agree-
ment includes provisions that were in
the House bill for liberalizing the stand-
ard deduction for the first time since
this provision was enacted a quarter of
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a century ago. The standard deduction
permits an Individualto file a very simple
return, but present law limits the stand-
ard deduction to 10 percent of an in-
dividual's income, or $1,000, whichever
is less. The final bill would Increase these
limitations in stages to 15 percent of
adjusted gross income subject to a $2,000
ceiling. This will enable 8.4 million in-
dividuals who now itemize to utilize the
standard deduction and file the simpli-
fied return. The percentage of taxpayers
using the standard deduction will i-
crease from 58 percent to 70 percent.

In recent years, the Ways and Means
Committee has addressed itself to the
problem of taxpayers with fluctuations in
income from year to year, who under our
progressive tax rate schedule bear an un-
duly heavy tax burden. In the 1964 Rev-
enue Act, Congress attempted to alleviate
this "bunched income problem," by en-
acting the income averaging provisions,
which permit an Individual to even out
the fluctuations in income—to average
out the "bunching."

For many individuals, however, income
averaging represents the greatest com-
plexity in the law. This complexity
largely stems from provisions of present
law that deny income averaging to capi-
tal gains and income from gifts. Instead
of computing simple averages, a taxpayer
must net out these items through elab-
orate computations In the. base period
and the current taxable year. The House
bill extended income averaging to capi-
tal gains and income from gifts, and also
made income averaging available to citi-
zens with smaller fluctuations in income
than is required by provisions of exist-
ing law. These improvements, which
were retained by the conferees, will
greatly simplify the tax forms and enable
the typical individual with bunched in-
come problems to utilize the income
averaging provisions.

Third, the conference agreement in-
cludes amendments that will provide
fundamental improvements in the ad-
ministration of our tax laws as they
affect the American taxpayer. The Tax
Court of the United States will be made
an article one court with powers to en-
force its own subpenas and other im-
provements that will enable it to more
efficiently discharge its growing volume
of business. Additionally, a procedure for
adjudicating small claims is provided
that will be informal, expeditious, and
inexpensive. This procedure will be avail-
able in many other areas beyond the 50
cities in which the Tax Court now holds
hearings. Under present law the ex-
penses of litigation, the judicial formality
necessarily associated with a transcript
and written opinions, and the inconven-
ience and expense of travel impose a
burden on the average taxpayer that
dissuades him from seeking an inde-
pendent judicial hearing in view of the
small amount of taxes that may be in
controversy. The new procedure will pro-
vide every American with the oppor-
tunity'to have his "day in court" when
he feels he is being treated unfairly by
the Internal Revenue Service.

Another provision of the final bill pro-
vides for an advisory committee to assist
the Internal Revenue Service with diffi-
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cult administrative problems in the area
of farm losses. Relief Is provided for stu-
dents and other individuals who only
work part of the year, and from whom
taxes are withheld that cannot be recov-
ered until they file their returns in the
following year. Provision is made for
voluntary wage withholding agreements
where It is convenient for employees not
covered by existing law, and improve-
ments are included to ensure that the
graduated withholding that was enacted
several years ago will not result In some
citizens having an excess amount of taxes
withheld from their wages.

Mr. Speaker, these goals are aecom-
lished under the conference agreement
consistent at least in the short run with
the paramount need to be fiscally re-
sponsible. In the long run, however, there
will be a loss under the conference agree-
ment of $2.5 billion. During fiscal years
1970 and 1971, which are critical to the
President's efforts to introduce order into
the fiscal chaos he inherited, the confer-
ence agreement on the tax reform bill
will result in. an increase in revenues of
$6.4 billion, including the extension of
the surcharge and excise taxes, which Is
slightly less than the $6.5 billion In-
crease provided for the same period
under the House bill. We should take note
of the fact that this conference agree-
ment is a substantial improvement over
the Senate bill which would have resulted
in a $1.3 billion loss in fiscal 1971, in-
creasing in 1972 and beyond until a long
range loss of $5.5 billion annually was
attained.

The SPEAKER, pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman has again expired.

Mr. MILLS. I yield the gentleman 5
additional minutes.

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. ZWACH. When this bill left the
House it had a tax on cooperatives and
changed the formula for co-op tax loss.
Are they now under this conference re-
port In exactly the same position as they
were previously?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The pres-
ent law prevails. That was eliminated in
the conference.

Mr. ZWACH. And, the investment tax
credit has been entirely eliminated?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. We re-
pealed the Investment credit in another
bill that passed the House earlier this
year. We repeated that action in the tax
reform bill, and the conference agree-
ment includes this repeal.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, wth refer-
ence to the old age security benefits, the
floor is still at $64 as it was In the House
bill?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Insofar as
the social security provisions of this
legislation are concerned—which I think
is entirely separate from tax reform—
we do not change that Item. :[ncludlng
the Social Security provisions In the
conference agreement was a means of
expeditiously providing for the 15-per-
cent across-the-board increase In bene-
fits which was passed by the House in a
separate bi:l on December 15. It was
accepted in this conference, not because
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It iad a place in tax reform, but simply
as a method of expediting action. We
accepted what the House did with one
minor exception. This minor exception
involves a "pass through" provision for
social security beneficiaries on welfare
that was not part of the zocial security
bill that passed the House. In the Inter-
ests of administrative simplicity, the
States will, In determining the needs of
their old age assistance cases, be re-
quired to ignore the benefit Increase at-
tributable to January and February that
will be payable by a separate check in
April. AdditIonally, the States will be
required to Ignore the' $4 of the monthly
increase in benefits received In April,
May, and June. While I have real
reservations about requiring the States
to treat social security differently from
other Income Individuals on public as-
sistance receive, this will give the Ways
and Means Committee time to review the
entire question when we consider Social
Security amendments and welfare reform
early next year.

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

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman frdm Texas, a most valu-
able member of the Conunittee on Ways
and Means.

(Mr. BUSH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BUSH. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I would like to ask the gentleman to
enlighten the House if he would on the
overall impact of this legislation on in-
flation. Since the social security legisla-
tion is included, I think many Members
are confused as to exactly what the ef-
fects are. As I understand the situation
the bill produces a surplus in the first
year, is that correct?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Yes. But
let me make this clear. I think social
security should be considered entirely
apart from tax reform, as an item that
stands on its own feet. The funds for
social security are raised through sepa-
rate taxes.

In my opinion the tx reform and
tax relief provisions contained in this
legislation should also be considered
apart from the extension of the surtax
and the excise taxes. We acted on these
items, which were included in the budget
submitted by President Johnson in Jan-
uary and the revised budget submitted in
April by President Nixon, in a separate
bill in the House earlier this year.

This bill is fundamentally a tax reform
bill and on that basis reform and relief
provisions of the bill do leave us in fiscal
1970 $1.2 billion more than we would
have had if we had simply extended the
surtax and the excise taxes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentlenian from Wisconsin has
expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
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Speaker, I thank the gentleman for the
additional time.

Mr. Speaker, I think our problem con-
cerns the situation that will develop as a
result of the long-range Impact of some
of the provisions of this legislation that
will take effect in 1972, In 1973, and 1974.
In the long run there Is the potential of
inflationary problems because this bill,
taken by itself, does produce deficits in
those years which would not exist If this
bill was not passed.

But I would call attentIon to the fact
that the balance of reform and relief In
this bill will produce $1.2 billion of addi-
tional revenuein fiscal 1970, and if we in-
clude the extension of the excise taxes
and the extension of the surcharge on a
reduced basis, the bill produces an
additional $3.7 billion for fiscal 1970.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield at that point—

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
our distinguished chairman.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I have a
table here that I referred to earlier that
was prepared by the staff, and the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue, which
shows that when the bill passed the
House, in fiscal 1970, we would pick up,
as a result of all of the provisions, $3.82
billion for fiscal year 1970, and $3.8 bil-
lion in 1971.

As the conference report comes back
in the House, for fiscal 1970 we pick up
$3.7 billion and in fiscal 1971 we pick up
2.7.

So as the gentleman from Wisconsin
says, why, in those 2 years In the
House bill we would be satisfied with
the income.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, as far, as fiscal 1970 and 1971
are concerned—even disregarding the
surtax extension and the excise tax ex-
tension which we considered as a sepa-
rate item in the House—we are better
off from an anti-Inflationary and
budgetary standpoint with this bill than
we would be without it.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield for an additional question?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I will in
just one moment.

However, I have to express a different
opinion as it relates to 1973 and 1974,
because in these years the bill before
us does result in a loan of revenue.

Now I will yield to the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I understand the
point made by the gentleman . about
separating social security, and I think
from a tax standpoint It is a valid ob-
servation. But one of the things that
concerns many of the Members of the
House is the fact that the President
indicated that he might have to veto the
bill. I think he was speaking largely to
the other body, because of the inflation-
ary effects of the legislation that they
passed.

Let me ask this question of the dis-
tinguished ranking minority member,
and perhaps he would want to have the
chairman join in answering it.

My question Is this: If in subsequent
years it becomes evident that a tax cut
would be fiscally' dangerous, is there
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anything that precludes the Committee
on Ways and Means from reconsidering
and making suggestions that would be
more appropriate to the economic con-
ditions prevailing at that time?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. No Con-
gress can bind another Congress. Cer-
tainly whoever is here the year after
next can do what they feel the circum-
stances at that time require, either
changing provisions of this act or
amending. other provisions of the tax
law. We should not make our judgment
about this conference report on the basis
that no changes can or will be made.

I anticipate that we will consider
variOus other changes in our tax law. We
deferred action in sbme area because of
their complexities, the desire' to have
further studies, and the time limitations
we were working under. I refer particu-
larly to the area of estate and gift taxa-
tion. We have asked that the Treasury
Department study the entire area of de-
ferred compensation, and studies are
going forward relative to the taxation
of foreign income. The Committee on
Ways and Means and the Congress is
going to continue its work on taxes.

It is also my hope that from here on
the Internal Revenue Service and the
Treasury will be more alert than In the
past pointing out to us areas of tax
evasion as they develop and are used by
taxpayers so that we can act promptly
instead of letting them accumulate over
a 15-year period.

I certainly feel that further changes
need to be made and I would hope they
would be recommended by the Committee
on Ways and Means.

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman from
Texas raises what I think is a very good
question. But for the life of me I do not
see how any of us, and you are better
Informed In this field than I am, could
look only at the tax side of the total fiscal
picture and decide that something is, or
Is not, Inflationary.

This bill Itself is not Inflationary. It
is the combination of all things that one
has to consider.

If we must assume, and admit, and
continue to allow expenditures to be
made faster than you get an increase in
the revenues—and if you know that that
is going to happen down the road—then
of course we would be making a mistake
in reducing taxes ahead of time.

If we know that we are not going to
stop, and if we are-going to let them go
just as It has been in recent months—.
at the same rate of speed—there will be
no place or any time for the taxpayer
to get any relief now or in the future.

But in so doing you are looking only
at one-half of the whole picture and try-
ing to make a decision as to whether
looking upon this one-half, we are creat-
ing inflation or not creating inflation.

The expenditure side must be added
to it. It is a total of all that mixture that
determines. I have said •repeatedly I
think the Congress Is just as much in
the right to establish as a No. 1 prIority
the return of some of the increment in
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taxes to the taxpayers as it has to estab-
lish as a No. 1 priority the retention of
all of that money for use in enlarged pro-
grams or new programs of Government.

What we are doing here is to say that
some of this will be returned down the
road to the American taxpayers.

Mr. UTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

(Mr. IJTI' asked and was given pe;-
mission to revise and extend Ii1s
remarks.)

[Mr. UTT addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the Ex-
tensions of Remarks.]

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. JONAS. Can the gentleman in the
well inform the House what is the latest
and most current estimate of revenues
for the fiscal year? We can exercise some
control over the expenditure level in ap-
propriation bills, but we cannot exercise
much control over the revenues If earn-
ings decline or there is a business slow-
down. Is it not true that there may be a
sharp fall in revenues next June 30, and
do we have a current estimate?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Since the
chief of staff of the Joint Committee on
Internal Revenue Taxation Who assists
the committee i here let me inquire
whether they hav made a recent recom-
putation of revenues. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS).

Mr. MILLS. I can give you the latest
staff estimate for the fiscal year 1970 but
I do not have the figure for 1971 yet.

Mr. JONAS. The 1970 figure is the one
I am interested in.

Mr. MiLLS. That is $198.8 billion--
almost $200 billion.

Mr. JONAS. How is that changed from
the estimate in the budget submitted last
January?

Mr. MILLS. You would .add to this
figure which the President included in
his budget, and I believe you did, 5 per-
cent—and the repeal of the 7-percent in-
vestment tax credit.

Mr. JONAS. If I might interrupt, he
included a lot of other things that Con-
gress has not enacted,

Mr. MILLS. This is only revenue I am
talking about. You would not add those
figures to this. They are already in here.

Mr. JONAS. I had reference to the
postal rate Increase.

Mr. MILLS. That Is not included in
this.

Mr. JONAS. In this fiscal year Income
tax payments were made in September,
in October, and the December 15 pay-
ment I think can be carried over to
January 15.

Mr. MILLS. January 15.
Mr. JONAS. We ought to be able to

have a fairly responsible estimate. I won-
der how the estimate compiled by the
joint committee coincides or compares
with Treasury estimates that have been
prepared for the committee.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

H 13051

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. This estimate is higher
than the prior estimates prepared by the
staff of the joint committee. These esti-
mates vary somewhat from the Treasury
estimates. I do not know what the pres-
ent Treasury estimate of revenue is, but
there has always been some relation.

Mr. JONAS. I guess we will not be
able to get the final Treasury estimates
until the first of the year. But I thought
the House might be interested in the best
estimate the committee could provide
now. I understand It to be about $198
billion in revenue.

Mr. MILLS. We said also, you will re-
member, early in the year we would not
exceed $191 billion of spending, was it?
If we had stayed with that, we would
have a sizable surplus altogether.

Mr. JONAS. I was interested to know
whether there has been any estimate re-
lating to changes in receipts—not in bal'
ances or surpluses.

Mr. MILLS. They have gone up.
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to

the gentleman from Florida.
Mr. HALEY. I thank the gentleman

for yielding.
I would like to propound a question or

two of the gentleman in the well, who is
one of the most able men in the House,
next to the gentleman from Arkansas.

I would like to propound this question
to the gentleman: If the raise of 15 per-
cent in the social security fund is passed
by the House, in the opinion of the gen-
tleman would that in any way jeopardize
the actual soundness of this fund?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. No, the
chief actuary for the social security pro-
gram has advised us that the taxes
assessed under current law for the Old-
Age Survivors and Disability Insurance
System will finance a 15-.percent across-
the-board benefit increase.

Additional liberalizations will, since
we are using the present surplus for this
15-percent across-the-board benefit In-
crease, will require a .change In either
the tax base or the tax rates, or a com-
bination of the two.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. HALEY. So that I may propound
the same question to the chairman of
the full committee.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I hope he
does not disagree with me.

Mr. MILLS, If the gentleman will
yield, I can forego repeating the answer
to the question by saying I agree com-
pletely with the gentleman from Wis-
consin with respect to your question. I
just wish I could say as much about the
actuarial soundness of the hospital trust
fund.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, now we have
the opinion of two of the most able men
in that field in the Congress of theUnited
States.

Mr. ANDERSON of fllinois. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of flhinois. I, too, wish
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to compliment the gentleman now In the
well for his splendid statement and his
contribution to this act. I was particu-
larly interested ui that portion of your
discussion where you related the fact
that when the bill passed the House,
there had been no change in the individ-
ual exemption. As I understand It, on
the floor of the other body there were
two proposals, one offered 'by the senior
Senator from Illinois and also the junior
Senator from Kansas, and one by the
senior Senator from Tennessee, on the
subject of increasing the personal exemp-
tion.

I would be interested in having the
opinion of the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin as to which of those positions was
adopted by the conference committee.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Frankly,
if I were to make a judgment I would
have said the more appropriate way to
provide reform at this time was to give
all of our people tax equity through rate
revision rather than the personal ex-
emption. If the gentleman wants my
opinion, I would take the lesser of the
two proposals, although I did not agree
with either one of them.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. But my
question really was, the conference com-
mittee in Its final position came closer
to which position?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I am no
student of a:1l the actions the Senate
considered. I cannot comment on all
the various amendments and actions of
the Senate In, the last month or so, but
let me allow the gentleman to make his
own concluslcn by saying the increase in
the personal exemption to $750 is phased
in over a period of time to avoid having
an adverse impact on fiscal years 1970
and 1971.

Mr. ANDERSON of flhinois. Mr.
Speaker, let me ask just one more brief
question further to show the gentle-
man's opinion. However, if se were to
give really effective income tax relief to
the middle income tax or average income
taxpayer, It would have to be In the
area of rate reform rather than tamper-
ing with the personal exemption?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I think
that would be true, because that has a
more direct Impact on all taxpayers.
An increase in the personal exemptions
Is great for a man like myself with seven
dependents, 'but it does not provide the
same true equity to a person with one or
two exemptions, so I have serious doubts
about it.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, let me conclude my remarks
by saying that this is not the millenium
by any means but it Is considerable im-
provement. Justice Holmes once said,
"I like to pay taxes, it is the price of
civilization." While most Americans are
probably not as ena,moured as Justice
Holmes with the privilege of paying
taxes, the great success of our voluntary
self-assessment system attests to the re-
sponsibility all' our citizens feel for sup-
porting our democracy. This kind of
support is essential if we are to raise the
necessary revenues to meet our citical

problems without an oppressive tax sys-
tem inimical to the fundamental pre-
cepts underlining our form of
government.

Tax scholars have often remarked that
a tax system is capable of producing a
relatively high yield with maximum tax-
payer cooperation If it is fundamentally
fair, but a very low yield with a high
degree of taxpayer resistance if It is
rifled with inequities. The serious in-
equities on which Congress focused in
this bill were eroding the confidence of
our citizens in the integrity of our tax
system. The bill produced by the Con-
ference agreement Is an important step
towards restoring taxpayer confidence In
our tax system and .will provide the basis
for further reforms In the future.

Mr. Speaker, I think the conference
report should be adopted.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, the 15-
percent Increase in social security bene-
fits to our retired citizens is long overdue,
and that accomplishment alone makes
this extraordinary Christmas week ses-
sion worthwhile.

For several years, I have advocated an
increase in these benefits for our elderly
and retired people, who have to bear the
most serious impact of the alarming In-
crease in the cost of living. Too long have
we spent billions upon billions of dollars
on so-called poverty programs while al-
lowing those Americans on social secu-
rity to exist on less than poverty pay-
ments.

While applauding 'this long overdue
help for our'social security recipients, I
am equally disappointed that the con-
ference committee did not retain the ed-
ucational tax credit feature of the bill.
The costs of education have skyrocketed,
and this tax relief should be the least we
can do for our overburdened parent
taxpayer. It seems most inconsistent for
the Federal Government to provide every
conceivable program for the education of
the underprivileged, and I believe in
helping them, yet we should also show
some consideration for the American
parent who is trying to pay for the tre-
mendous cost of educating his children.

Although I ama disappointed that such
was not included in this year's bill, I shall
continue to fight for the passage of the
measures I have introduced to give our
citizens some help In this area.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, it was in my
assessment an unwise move on the part
of the conferees to eliminate all invest-
ment credit. The farm producers and
their smalltown supplier have not
shared in the increased incomes. In-
stead they have been the victims of in-
flation. The producer also must in the
main sell on a world market and buy on
an American market. To compete he
must do so by modernization. Investment
credit was an assist to countryside
America. A credit of $10,000 to $15,000
should be retained.

Mr. Speaker, another matter in which
I feel the conferees errored seriously was
in not making a larger across-the-bor
increase for those receiving the mini-
mum. The cost increases of these recipi-
ents have been the same as those in the
higher brackets. Yet in dollars their in-
creases are very small. I had hoped that

the Congress would have made further
increases on these floor amounts before
applying a percentage Increase.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, in August,
when we voted on the tax bifi I voted
"No." I set out in the minority views
in the Ways and Means Committee re-
port and on the floor of the House my
reasons for votiig against the bill.

Basically I was opposed to the disin-
centives built into this bill and the Sen-
ate bill and I was strongly opposed to
the inflationary effects of the Senate
bill. In addition, I felt there was an im-
balance in the bill between punishing
investment and favoring cosumption. I
felt that this would result in fewer goods
being chased by more and more money.
I still have serious reservations about
some of these points.

But now we have a different bill be-
fore us—in my view a better bill. It in-
cludes a needed increase in social
security benefits to our older citizens—
a group whose savings have been eroded
away by the ravages of inflation. I sup-
port the 15 percent across-the-board in-
crease. I would prefer to see legislation
encompassing the President's recom-
mendation for a built-in cost-of-living
increase; but the social security increase,
which is accomplished without an in-
crease in taxes Is sound. I am troubled,
I will admit, by the fact that we are In
fact pumping more money out through
this measure, but on balance this in-
crease is needed, and since it can be
accomplished without higher taxes I
favorit.

The bill before us today is better than
the House-passed bill in several other
ways, but let me quickly add it still is
imperfect.

I was amazed to find many Members of
Congress feeling that the tax free fea-
tures on municipal bonds was a loophole.
At a time when the country is literally
crying out for decentralized answers—
for the "new federalism" concept that
President Nixon advocates-.—the House
charged in and passed a bill which In
effect considered tax-free municipal
bonds as loopholes. The conference ap-
propriately omitted the alternative tax
on municipals that we passed in the
House and appropriately left municipals
alone as far as the minimum tax goes.

If our cities and local governments are
to finance themselves—if they are to in-
novate and solve problems locally—it is
important that the tax-free status of
municipal securities be protected. This
we are doing in the legislation before
us.

I do not like the thought of some rich
person escaping all taxation because of
putting his money into tax-exempt se-
curities, but It is essential that a sound
method of decentralized financing not be
torpedoed in order to get at a miniscule
handful of people who in my opinion
stupidly invest all of their funds in tax-
exempt Issues. I personally feel our com-
mittee should keep probing for ways to
see that all people with significant in-
comes pay some tax. We should not for-
get all about It—but I commend the
Conference Committee for not shooting
the piano player just because they did not
like one tune.
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I still am very much concerned about
many of the disincentives in the bill. I
favor tax credits and tax incentives as
the way to answer many of our problems
as opposed to direct Government subsidy
or starting some new bureau on the Po-
tomac to try to solve all the Nation's
problems.

In this regard the conference improved
on the House-passed bill as far as nat-
ural resource taxation goes—but the bill
is still imperfect In this regard. I do not
want to whip a dead horse, but I do want
to remind the House that we are faced
in this country with declining gas re-
serves. Our reserve to consumption ratios
are plummeting. The new FPC chair-
man recently reiterated his concern
about growing shortages of natural gas.
He warned that the consumers will be
facing major shortages, but the Congress
plows ahead terming depletion on oil and
gas a giant loophole. The\ House cut de-
pletion from 271/2 percent to 20 percent.
The Senate bill set It at 23 percent. The
conference has recommended 22 percent.
I do not know what the magic figure
should be. Many countries directly sub-
sidized their oil industries due to the
extra risks involved and due to the im-
portance to national security that oil and
gas carry. All I can say is that we are
unwise to cut incentives at all in the face
of declining reserve to consumption ra-
tios. I do not support the cut to 23 per-
cent just as I did not support the cut
to 22 percent. I am bitterly disappointed
that the conference kicked out the pro-
vision that would have raised the 50
percent of net limitation on depletion to
65 percent for certain operators. The in-
dependent is usually the real wildcatter.
This little recognized provision would
have given him additional incentive in
order to look for more reserves.

I commend the conference for not al-
tering the tax treatment of intangible
drilling costs—the conference apparently
recognized that this provision is more
fundamental to the acquisition of future
reserves than any other provision of the
tax law.

I must again speak up against the tax-
ation of foundations. The answer to the
foundation problem is already wisely In
the bill; namely, the provisions to make
the foundations pay out their funds for
charitable purposes and to see them butt
out of politics and remain in the area of
helping out in charitable, educational,
and scientific pursuits. The bill prop-
erly eliminates "self-dealing." It cracks
down on asset hoarding and it does not
permit foundations to be a device by
which families perpetuate control of
businesses.

Yes, the bill corrects abuses, and this Is
as it should be. These are excellent re-
forms, but I cannot see why there should
be a foundation tax. A fee for policing
"yes," but a tax "no." The tax moves us
again away from pluralism, away from
innovative decentralization, away from
the diversity we need so badly in trying
to find new ways to solve the lingering
old problems. To the degree we levy a
tax—to that degree the legitimate serv-
ices performed by foundations will now
either go unperformed or there will be
some new bill, some new plea to Wash-
ington, D.C., to solve the problem. It has

become fashionable to assail founda-
tions, but for the most part, they have
done an imaginative, creative job and
have made fantastic contributions to the
general welfare.

To summarize, a 4-percent tax is less
onerous than a 7-percent tax, but I op-
pose the theory of taxing legitimate
charities. Clean up the ball game, blow
the whistle on those who cheat, or get
involved in non-tax-exempt pursuits, but
don't sideline the players. Under the
conference-approved bill, foundations
will be able to continue in operation, but
they will be slightly hobbled, at a time
when the country is crying more than
ever for innovation and new ideas to help
the problems of the cities and the poor
and underprivileged.

One thing that causes me grave con-
cern is the tendency on the part of some
Members of Congress to treat capital
gains the same as income. I will not dwell
on this, but I would like to remind the
House that it is the private sector that
provides the jobs. It is the private sector
that does far more than Government
toward the alleviation of human suffer-
ing. It is indeed that very fact—that
there is a difference between capital and
income— that nakes our system strong
and progressive. And now we see some
well-intentioned Members wanting to re-
distribute the capital, as it were, through
moving toward taxing capital on the
same basis as income. This is wrong for
this country. The bill's provisions are ad-
mittedly not sweeping in this regard, but
it is the trend, the direction that bothers
me—the direction away from capital ac-
cumulation and investment.

I reiterate my opposition to the tend-
ency to restrict the horizontal flow of
capital through such devices as cracking
down on the ability of a man in the farm-
ing businesses to charge off his losses
against other income. The conference bill
is far better than the Senate bill in this
regard, but again I warn against the di-
rection that this legislation will take us.

In real estate I fear by cracking down
on the rapid depreciation provisions on
news commercial and industrial real
estate we may adversely affect the build-
ing goals that this country faces over the
next 20 years.

The conferees in my view should be
commended by this House. They worked
grueling hours and came up with a piece
of legiMation far better than the Sen-
ate bill or House bill as far as I am con-
cerned. The increase in the personal ex-
emption is long overdue. I would not
have been able to vote for it, as much as
I would have liked to see it, had the bill
had the horrible inflationary effects of
the Senate bill. I am impressed this bill
should enable us to stay out of the red,
for we must stay out of the red. Should
the inflationary pressures still be as
great in 1971 and 1972, it seenis to me
that the Congress can take a new look
at the overall tax structure. I for one
would not feel wed to the tax relief pro-
visions of the bill should these provi-
sions throw us into tremendous deficits
in the years ahead.

It seems to me we are now in a posi-
tionof delicate balance. People are cry-
ing for tax relief—the bill provides this.
We repeal the investment tax credit
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which will give us more income and
which after all was placed on to "get the
economy moving again." We extend the
surtax for a very shortrun period. We
must be very careful that we not move
too far away from the incentive to in-
vest. We must, to phrase it differently,
guard against recession at the same time
we try to come to grips with the pres-
sures of inflation—no easy task, this.
Should we need investment incentives in
the future I would prefer to see these
done through changes in depreciation
schedules rather than through trying to
put on an investment tax credit.

For this bill to work out In the long
run just as It is now written, there must
continue tp be a growing gross national
product and there must continue to be
strong business in this country. Without
these the bill could prove to be disas-
trous—certainly we would have to come
back in and change some things. I think
we will continue to enjoy considerable
growth in this country. Though I deplore
certain of the disincentives in the bill,
based on the way in which the confer-
ence has handled the income versus the
outgo, I can now support the legislation.
I do it with some little enthusiasm be-
cause J feel so strongly In opposition to
some of the specific disincentive provi-
sions I discussed above. I have not
dwelled as long on the barth of the legis-
lation I approve—much has been said on
them here today.

My congratulations to Chairman
MILLS and to Representative BYRNES and
the others who worked so long and so
hard on this legislation.

These men took a gigantic can of
wiggly worms from the Senate. They did
not exactly convert the worms to caviar—
it is more like C—rations—but at least we
can live with it.

Mr. UTI'. Mr. Speaker, I have request-
ed this time from the chairman of the
committee to briefly explain my position
on the conference report covering the
tax reform bill. I took part in a most
strenuous conference committee and
signed the conference report, believing it
to be the best solution to the differences
between the House and Senate versions.
I wish to compliment the conference
committee for its joint efforts, and espe-
ciaily I wish to express my deep appre-
ciation to Chairman MILLS, who presided
over the joinl conference throughout Its
long days and nights.

There were many items not in confer-
ence which therefore could not be con-
sidered for solution. I signed the report
with the expressed understanding that I
reserved my options to rote against the
bill and to point out certain deficiencies
in the legislation, which will have a ter-
rific collateral impact on the American
system of free enterprise.

I do not Intend to urge anyone to vote
against the bill, as there is much present
gain to be found In the legislation. In
case t.here appears to be a motion to re-
commit with instructions. I shall offer
a straight motion to recommit the bill to
the conferepce committee, for the sole
purpose of using the parliamentary
privilege granted to the minority, to pro-
tect the bill.

In this legislation there is the opening
move to implement the Marxlan phio-
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sophy enunciated in "Das Kapital," to
wit, the theory that earned income
should receive a high privilege over "un-
earned income" in the form of rents, is-
sues and profit, together with the belief
that the capital gains dollar should not
receive any preferred consideration.

Most of the earned income, which now
stands at the highest per capita level of
any country in the world, as well as hay-
ing reached the highest point in our own
history, could not occur, if it were not
that some people have been able to ac-
cumulate sufficient reserve funds to ex-
pend from $20,000 to $30,000 to create
one, single job. In 1970 there will be 1,-
400,000 additional men and women com-
ing into the work force. To provide
gainful employment it will take $28 bil-
lion in plant expansion, machinery, and
tools of the t:rade, to provide gainful em-
ployment for these 1,400,000. If there are
no reserves, from whence will this money
come?

The source of these funds, while com-
ing from an aggregate of small savings,
also comes in a large part from those
people who have had the incentive and
the motivation to put capital to work.

In 1970, the economy will demand an-
other $16.5 bUlion to provide new housing
for our expanding population. The young
marrieds have the right to expect flanc-
ing to be available for this purpose. That
money also comes from reserve savings.

It will take another $18 billion for the
repair and upgrading of existing housing.
This money also comes from reserve
savings.

These last; three figures total up to
$62.5 billion. This figure does notinclude
repair and replacement of obsolescent
machinery in order to maintain produc-
tion at a high and efficient level.

These are just the needs in the private
economic sector. The past few years the
Federal Government has been sopping up
these reserves as the first and biggest hqg
at the trough, followed closely by the
financial demands of the States, the
counties, the cities, the school districts,
and water districts, to name but a few.
These public demands will reach $20 bil-
lion in 1970. Add that to the previous
total and you have in excess of $82 billion
needed in 1910.

In the last 2 years, total accumulations
available for the above needs have been
falling, to a point in 1968 of $65 billion,
and they are currently running at the
rate of just under $61 billion. This will
deteriorate further next year, with a
deficit in excess of $20 billion.

We are a11 concerned about the scar-
city of money and the high interest rates.
We act as if we did not know what caused
this scarcity and these high interest
rates. It is much like the woman who,
after having ten children, finally discov-
ered what was causing it. Apparently, we
cannot comprehend what causes the
shortage of money. The simple answer is
Government. When there is a demand
for $4 and s. supply of $3, the one who
bids the highest will get the money. Thats Government.

The current trend toward the abolition
of capital has been long in the making,
but like the time lag between the lighting
of a fuse and the explosion of the dyna-
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mite, there is also a time lag between
the shortage of funds and the skyrocket-
ing of interest rates.

The theory behind the destruction of
private capital is the theory that govern-
ment should own all productive capacity,
and then the fruits of that production
would be spread among the 200,000,000
people in America. That sounds good, but
it does not work that way.

Let me give you just one example of
a privately owned domestic water com-
pany whose service rates are lower than
the municipally owned water system in
the city of Los Angeles, the city of Santa
Ana, and in fact lower than any city
rate in Orange County, Calif., none of
which pays any tax, local, State, or Fed-
eral, and yet this privately owned water
company pays 20 percent of its gross
revenue to the county, State, and Fed-
eral Governments. If this system were
sold to the city, that city would pay no
tax, and even though it would save 20
percent of the revenues, the h,istory is
that inefficient operation, political jobs,
and so forth, would eat up that tax say-

- ing, and the consumer would not be
benefited.

The Federal Government owns, con-
trols and operates 17 percent of the total
productive capacity in the United States.
It is being operated on a tax-free basis,
.and the consumer is not benefited, be-
cause of inefficient operatjon. That ineffi-
ciency occurs because there is no profit
motive in its operation and, if this 17
percent could be returned to the private
sector, it would Vield more than $10
billion a year in tax revenues.

There is one area that this administra-
tion should examine and implement as
rapidly as possible. That is the value
added tax. We are outmaneuvered and
outtraded by nearly every country in the
world, from the Common Market to Ja-
pan, simply because we do not modernize
our tax structure to provide fair and
equal competition with the other coun-
tries of the world. Until we do this, all
the loopholes in the law, if they were
plugged, would not equal this one item
alone. Not only would such a tax.put us
on an equal competitive basis, but it
would soon correct the imbalance of pay-
ments under which we have suffered for
years.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN).

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, as one of
the conferees I want to say just a word
about the chairman of our conference,
the gentleman from Arkansas, one of
the most able men to have served in this
great body. He certainly demonstrated it
in those many, many hours that we sat
in conference. There Is nobody who
knows more about the tax problem, and
nobody who is more dedicated to tax
reform and tax equity than is our chair-
man.

I would say this is monumental legis-
lation. As has been stated by the distin-
guished gentleman from Wisconsin, cer-
tainly there are compromises in this bill,
and there are things that each one of us
would do differently, but, when we look
down the long road of tax equity, this,
indeed, Is monumental.
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It is a monument to the gentleman

from Arkansas, and his distinguished
and able efforts in this field.

I want also to say a rd about the
ranking minority member, the gentleman
from Wisconsin, who was equally dedi-
cated to tax reform In the many months
this committee had this matter before it,
and in the conference. I know this bill
would not have been possible without his
efforts also.

I am pleased to have been a part of it.
I am proud of the bill. None of us will
know Its consequences for many months,
and even years, but I believe over the
long haul we will look upon this piece of
legislation as milestone legislation.

(Mr. ULLMAN asked and was giv-
en permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. CONABLE).

((r. CONABLE asked and wa giv-
en permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, if I may
be forgiven a poetic allusion at this In-
tensely practical mOment In the life of
the House, I should like to call up the
words of the great Scotch poet who, when
he scattered the nest of a mouse with his
plow, said not only—

The best-laid schemes o' mice an' men,
Gang aft a-gley—-

But also ended his poem with the
the words—

But, och! I backward cast my e'e
On prospects drear.'

An' forward, though I canna see,
I guess and fear!

These lines have some relevance to
the situation In which we find ourselves.
There are many people, aware of the
chances for plans to go awry, who ex-
pected after all this rumbling only a
mouse would be brought forth by the
Ways and Means Committee a-nd by the
conference committee. We may not have
a tiger, but we certainly do not have a
mouse.

I believe it is a great tribute to the
distinguished chairman of our commit-
tee and to the ranking minority mem-
ber of our committee that, leading the
conferees, they preserved the spirit of
the House measure and have brought us
back a bill which has fiscal sanity and
still preserves its reform aspects.

Also we have to admit as we look back
to the beginning of this effort that the
prospects were not very good. We can
see It took a great deal of statesmanship
and determination to arrive at this point.

Looking a-head, I say that we need not
"guess and fear" because, having accom-
plished this very difficult task, it seems
to me quite clear it is within the capacity
of Congress to reform not only this cen
tral institution between the Government
and the people, but many other aspects
of Government which have fallen under
the shadow of what we call a "credibility
gap."

There are two points I believe must be
made about tax reform at this stage.
One of them is quite obvious, the other
controversial.

I believe the gentlem..n from Cali-
fornia (Mr. UTT) made this point very
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clearly in his additional remarks in the
original House report on tax reform;
that is, the ultimate tax reform must be
simplicity. We have not struck any blows
for simplicity in this bill. Complexity
raises an issue of credibility, I suppose,
if it is going to be difficult for people to
comply with the very complicated tax law
we have generated over the years and
have added to in the complexity of this
measure.

But let us console ourselves with the
thought that perhaps this bill itself will
be one of the compelling motives toward
that ultimate reform of simplicity.

The second and more controversial
point which I think must be made re-
lates to a statement made by the chair-
man of the committee at the outset of
our effort when he said there was a head
of steam behind tax reform in this coun-
try. That head of steam relates not just
to the Federal level. As a matter of fact,
if 1 were to guess, I would say people are
upset about taxes more on the State and
local level than they are on the. Federal
level simply because our State and local
taxes are so inequitable and in many
cases so regressive. We must accept as a
part of our responsibility, I think, the
relieving of some of the pressure on State
and local taxes through some form of
revenue sharing if we are going to elim-
inate the popular "head of steam" in
favor of tax reform.

We have made a very good step here
and one of which I think this body and
the other body can both be extremely
proud. We have a long way to go yet
and we must face up to the issue of the
burdens placed on State and local tax-
payers if we are going ultimately to re-
lieve the American people who are call-
ing for greater equity in the total tax
system.

Mr. Speaker, again I wish to express
my thanks and my gratitude to the con-
ference committee for the excellent work
they have done in bringing this bill back
In its present form for today's very grati-
fying moment of truth.

Mr. TJLLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. BURKE).

(Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the confer-
ence report.

I wish to commend our distinguished
chairman, the Honorable WILBUR MILLs,
the ranking member of the minority the
Honorable JOHN BYRNES, all the Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle who serve
on the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee including the gracious gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. GRIFFITHS), the
able member from fllinois, D ROSTEN-
KowsKI; PHIL LANDRUM, of Georgia;
CHARLES VANIK, of Ohio; RICHARD FULT0N,
of Tennessee; JACOB GILBERT, of New
York; OMAR BURLESON, of Texas; JAMES
C. CORMAN, of California; WILLIAM
GREEN, of Pennsylvania, and SAM GIB-
BONS, of Florida. Every one of these mem-
bers of the House Committee on Ways
and Means gave unstintingly of their
time and effort to bring about this far-
reaching legislation before us today.

They deserve the thanks of the Ameri-
can people for the action that is taking
place today.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report be-
fore the House represents many months
of arduous and dedicated labor and ef-
fort on the part of the Committee on
Ways and Means, this House, and the
congressional staffs. It will be recalled
that tax reform was the initial major
order of business before the committee
in this session of Congress.

Only time will tell, but I am convinced
that we have done a workmanlike job
on this measure, and at the outset of my
remarks, 1 wish to commend Chairman
MILLS for his unsurpassed leadership in
the development of this bill. I also wish
to commend the ranking minority mem-
ber, Congressman JOHN W. BYRNES, of
Wisconsin, and Members from both sides
of the aisle, who have contributed to the
development of this monumental piece
of legislation. As I have said on other
occasions, without the spirit of team ef-
fort, the moment at which we have pres-
ently arrived would not have been pos-
sible.

Again, let me say that I am not stating
that the bill is perfect in every respect,
and there are provisions of it that I
would change, If It were in my power to
do so. We cannot overlook the fact, how-
ever, that the bill Is unprecedented in the
generosity of its relief provisions for our
low-income citizens, and for that reason,
if for no other, the conference report de-
serves prompt approval by the House.
The provision which has the greatest
salutary impact on those at or near the
poverty level Is the low-income allowance
in the bill, which will remove some 5.2
million returns from the tax rolls in 1970.

Looking at the bill as a whole, as ap-
proved by the conference committee, -It
would on the average reduce the tax lia-
bility of those In the lowest adjusted
gross income class, that is, those with in-
comes up to $3,000, by nearly 70 percent;
those with incomes of between $3,000 to
$5,000 would on the average enjoy a tax
reduction of over 33 percent. Those with
incomes between $5,000 and $7,000 would
on the average enjoy a tax reduction of
approximately 20 percent. Appropriately,
therefore, the bill gives proporti9n-
ately greater relief to people with low
and moderate incomes than to people
with high incomes.

Mr. Speaker, there is one provision of
the bill about which I am particularly
gratified, and I hope that Members of the
House will pardon my pride of authorship
with respect to it. I am speaking of the
liberalization in the deduction for mov-
ing expenses. Members of the House
know that I have introduced bill after
bill on this subject, seeking to expand the
tax treatment of legitimate, job-related
employee moving expenses. The founda-
tion for the provision in this bill was
laid by my successive bills that have been
introduced in this and preceding Con-
gresses. I am not saying that the con-
ference provision is perfect or that it is
as generous as we would have desired. It
is, however, a significant move in the di-
rection of recognizing that moving ex-
penses are really a cost of earning in-
come and that the mobility of labor is an

important and necessary part of a
healthy, growing economy.

Mr. Speaker, I am also very much
gratified that this bill contains a pro-
vision to Increase social security benefits
across-the-board. By supporting this
measure, however, I am not by any
means stating that the 15 percent in-
crease is adequate. As members of the
House know, I have introduced a bill,
H.R. 55, which, among other things,
would in-crease benefits across the board
by 50 percent. In view of the time ele-
ment, it is obvious that if we are going
to bring to the deserving senior citizens
of this Nation word of an Increase be-
fore Congress adjourns and during this
blessed Christmas season, it must be
done now in this legislation. I am advised
that social security and welfare revision
will be a subject high on the committee's
priorities for consideration early in the
next session of Congress. At that time,
we can make other determinations and
judgments respecting needed changes in
these programs.

Mr. Speaker, again I wish to reiterate
that this measure does not represent the
end of tax reform. This will be a con-
tinuing responsibility of the Congress to
see that every person shares in the bur-
den of the costs of running the Federal
Government proportionate to his ability.
We have closed many of the unconscion-
able loopholes of present law; we have
granted very considerable tax relief
benefits, especially to those In the low-
income brackets; and we have provided
a much-needed increase in social secur-
ity benefits as an interim measure look-
ing toward more extensive revision in
social security and welfare next year.
hese elements make this a well-bal-
anced measure deserving of the support
of every Member of the House. I urge
prompt approval of the conference
report.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. VANIx).

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, the chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee,
the distinguished gentleman from Ark-
ansas (Mr. MILLS) has led the Ways and
Means Committee, the House, and the
House-Senate conferees in accomplish-
ing a great public service in developing
this tax bill. For this monumental task,
he has the gratitude of every member of
this body and every taxpayer of Amer-
ica. Every Member of Congress must
share some pride in the fact that this
proposal originated in the Congress.
There was no other clarion call to ac-
tion—but the indignation of the tax-
payer.

A bill of this magnitude cannot satisfy
every citizen. But it does take a step to-
ward tax justice—and in so far as it does,
it is a step in the right direction and
should be enacted.

The provisions in this bill to reduce
the depletion allowance to 22 percent are
perhaps the most glaring concessions to
privileged interests.

Under circumstances in which the oil
and gas industry can utilize only 23 per-
cent of the 271/2 -percent depletion allow-
ance, the bill provides a light touch on
a force in our economy which has exer-
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cised a heavy hand on the consumer, the
Government and politics in America.
The industry can rejoice on its political
muscle—but the taxpayers of America
have served notice that they will not
stand back and continue to take it.

This bill continues the extension of the
depletion allowance to foreign-produced
oil. It is reg:rettable that the conferees
dropped the House provision which com-
pletely eliminated the depletion allow-
ance on foreign oil. There never was a
justification for extending the depletion
allowance to foreign production. Nor does
one exist today. Some American invest-
ments in foreign oil and mineral develop-
ment enjoy several depletion allowances.
One from the U.S. Government and one
from the host country. When the deple-
tion allowance or allowances are com-
bined with the foreign tax credit,- the tax
obligation of American investors in the
foreign development of oil and minerals
isnegliglble. The Federal Treasury, un-
der this bill, will gain very little tax rev-
enue from these Amerlcn resource de-
velopments in foreign countries. And yet
these operations in foreign countries
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have involved our Government In foreign
policies and actions which would never
occur if it were not for the economic
pressure of the oil and mineral develop-
merit interests.

This bill will still permit certain Amer-
ican taxpayers of high income to escape
taxation or pay much less than their
fair share. As long as there is taxation,
there will be avoidance. In the final anal-
ysis, the taxpayer retains considerable
discretion as to whether he pays his fair
share.

The pride with which some citizens
escape taxation borders on tax treason.
It would serve tax justice if the Ways
and Means Committee ajid the Congress
were to consider a more frequent perusal
of the tax structure. High density utili-
zation of tax avoidance should be pub-
licized and exposed. Loopholes must be
closed as rapidly as they are discovered.

Although this bill provides the first
extensive review of the tax laws in 15
years, I hope that tax laws can be re-
viewed in every Congress—so that the
burden of extensive tax review may be
lessened—so that action In revising our
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tax laws can be calm, deliberate, and
less subject to a hasty timetable.

This bill is not the end of tax reform—.—
it is only a good beginning.

This bill settles the controversy on the
capability of the social security fund to
provide a 15-percent increase across-
the-board in social security benefits. The
administration and the President sought
to hold the increase to only 7 percent,
placing the fuil burden of curing infla-
tion on the elderly. The senior citizens
of America who need increased benefits
to survive are the victors by this action
for a 15-percent across-the-board in-
crease which originated in the Congress.

The President and the administration
resisted every effort to increase depend-
ency exemptions. No citizen can be ex-
pected to support his dependents on a
dependency exemption of $600 per per-
son. The gradual increase to $750 is not
realistic, but it does begin to recognize
the problem of family support.

Following are tables prepared by the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
and Taxation which outlines the effect
o-f the new law on the taxpayer:

TABLE 1.—BALANCING OF TAX REFORM AND TAX RELIEF UNDER THE TAX REFORM BILL OF 1969.—CALENDAR YEAR TAX LIABILITY

(In millions of dollars]

1970 1971 1972 1974 Long run 1970 1971 1972 1974 Long run

Tax reform program under conference
bill +1,150 +1,430 +1,660 +2,195 +3,320- Balance between relorm (+) and re-

Repeal ol investment credit +2,500 +2,990 +2,990 +3,090 +3,300 lief (—) under conference bill +2,209 —507 —2,619 —3,849 —2,514
Extension at surcharge and excises +4,270 +800 +800

Tax reform usad repeal of invest- —________

__________

ment credit,. +3,650 +4,420 +4,650 +5,285 +6,620 Total +6,479 +293 —1,819 —3,049 —2,514
Income tax relief under conference biIL_ —1,441 —4,927 —7,269 —9,134 —9,134

THE TAX REFORM BILL OF 1969

TABLE 2.—BALANCING OF TAX REFORM AND TAX RELIEF UNDER THE TAX REFORM BILL OF 1969—CALENDAR YEAR TAX LIABILITY

lIn millions of dollarsi

Tan reform and repeal of invest-
ment credit +3,650 +4,420 —1- 4, 650 +5,285

Income tax relief:
Low-income allowance —625
Increase in standard deduction l..
Increase in exemption —816
Maximum 50-percent rote on

earned inco'ne

Increase (+)
decrease (—)

from reform and
Tax under relief prOvisions

present —

law Amount
(milliens) (millions) Percentage

Increase (
decrease (—)

from relnrm and
Tao under relief prnvisions

present ——-——- - — -

law Amount
(millions) (millions) Percentage

$20,000 to $50,000 913, 988 —$715 —05. 1
$50,000 to $100,000 6,659 —120 —.1.9
$100,000 and over 7, 686 ±557 -1-7. 2

Total 77. 004 —0,294—10.6

Taa reform under conference bill +1,150
Repeal of nvestmx nf credit +2,500

1970 1971 1972 1974 Long nun

+1,430 +1,660 +2,195 +3,320 Income tax relief—Continued
.4-2, 990 +2,990 +3,090 +3,300 Tax treatment of single persons —420 —420

.4-6,620

1970 1971 1972 1974

—1,592 —2,057 —2,057 —2, 057
—1,207 —1,355 —1,642 —1,642
—1,633 —3,267 —4,845 —4,045

—75, —178 —170

TollltaxreIiefunderconference —1,441 —4,927 —7,269 —9,134

—420

—170

—420

Balance between reform (+) and relief
(—) under conference bill +2,209 —507 —2,619 —3,049 —2,514

Extension of surcharge and escises +4,270 +000 +800

Total +6,479 -1-293 —1,819 —3,849 —2,514

—9,134

'0971:13 percent, $1,500 ceiling; 1972: 14 percent, $2,000 ceiling; 1973: 15 percent, $2,000 ceiling.

TABLE 3.—INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX LIABILITY—TAX UNDER PRESENT LAW AND AMOUNT AND PERCENTAGE OF CHANGE UNDER REFORM AND RELIEF PROVISIONS UNDIR THL TAX
REFORM KILL OF 1969 WHEN FULLY EFFECTIVE

Adjusled gloss income class

OIo$3,000 $1,169 —$816 —69.8
$3,600 to $5,000 3,320 —1, 101 —33.2
$5,000 to $7,000 5,591 —1,112 —19.9
$7,000 to $10,000 11,792 —1,859 —15.8
$10,000 to $15,000 — 18. 494 —2, 327 —12.6
$15,000 to $20,000 9, 184 —791 —8. 6

- Adjusfed grass income class
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TABLE 4—TAX RELIEF PROVISIONS UNDER TAX REFORM BILL OF 1969 AFFECTING INDWIDUALS AND TOTAL FOR ALL REFORM AND RELIEF PROVISIONS AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS, WHEN

FULLY EFFECTIVE, BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME CLASS, 1969 LEVELS

Relief provisions

Adiusted gross income class

(millions)

Oto $3,000 +$6 —$682 —$140

$3,000 to $5,000 —6 —719 —366 —$10

$5,000 to $7,000 —4 —458 —612 —31 —$7

$7,000 to $10,000 —5 —198 —1,244 —306

$1000010 $15,000 +6 —1,407 —858 —68

$15,000 to $20,000 —7 —480 —242 —62

$20,000 to $50,000 +56 —462 —125 —$5 —179

$50000 to $100,000 +54 —104 —8 —30 —40

$100,000 and over +740 —30 —1 —135 —17

—

—$822
—1,095
—1,108

—2,333
—784
—771
—182
—183

—$816
—1,101
—1,112
—1,858
—2,327

—791
—715
—128
+557

Total +840 —2,057 —4,845 —1,642 —170 —420 —9,134 —8,294

TABLE 4A.—INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX RELIEF UNDER THE TAX REFORM BILL OF 1969, CALENDAR YEARS 1970—73

1970 1971 1972 1973

Minimom standard dedection 31,100—1:2 231,050—1:15 $1,000 $1,000,

Percentage standard deduction 13 percent—$1,500 14 percent—$2,000 15 percent—$2,000.

Personal exemption $650 from July! $650 $700 $750.

Maximum tan rote on earned income3 60 percent 50 percent 5 percent.

Tax treatment of single persons Tax no greater than 120 percent Tax no greater than 120 percent Tax no greater than 120 percent
of mint retern tax with of joint returniax with same of joint return tax with same
same taxable income, taxable income. taoable,income.

I This low-income allowance, or minimum standard deduction, is "phased not'' by reducing the Underthe House bill the specified maximum marginal rate isapplicableto earned income;under
additional allowance (difference between the 1969 minimum standard deduction and $1,100) by $1 the conference bill the specified maximum marginal rate is applicable to earned income less pref-
for every $2 of adjusted gross income in excess of the 1970 nontaxable level. erence incnme aver $30,000 in the current year or the average tax preferences in excess of $30,000

This minimum standard deduction is "phased not'' by reducing the additinval allowance dif- for the current year and the prior 4 years, whichever is greater.
terence between the 1969 minimum standard deduction and $1,050) by $1 for every $15 nf adjusted
gross income in excess of the 1971 nontasable level.

TABLE 5.—TAX REFORM PROVISIONS UNDER THE TAX REFORM BILL OF 1969 AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS, FULL-YEAR EFFECT-—BY ADJUSTED CROSS INCOME CLASS

Adjusted gross
income class

Change
alterna-
tine tao

on long-
term

gains'

Capital
lass

limi-
tation

Pension
plan

provi-
siox

,

Life
estates
provi-

sins

Averaging
includixg

capital
gains and

120
percent

Chari-
table

dedec-
floss

Interest
deduc-

lion

Reduced
percent-

age
depletion

Accumu-
latioo
trusts

(millions)

Moving
expenses

Farm
losses

Real
estate

Tax free
dix,-

dends

Tax on
prefer-

ence
income

Citrus
grove
costs Total

0 to $3,000 $5 () (2) (2) (2) _$1. (2) () +02 +06
$3,000 to $5,000 +3 +31 (2) +01 +01 —12 (2) (2) (2) —6

$5,000 to $7,000 +5 +2 ,2) +1 +1 —14 (2) +01 (') (2) —4

$7,000 to $10,000 +9 +3 (2) +1 +1 —26 +05 +2 (2) (2) —5

$10,000 to $15,000 +15 +8 —$5 +3 +4 —32 +10 +3 (5) (2) +6
$15,000 to $20,000 +8 +5 —30 +3 +5 —11 +10 +3 (°) (') —7

$20,000 to $50,000 +01 +16 +14 (2) —110 +11 +27 —12 +42 +17 +48 +02 +56
$50,000 to $10O,000._ +7 +4 +8 +05 —105 +7 -1-28 —2 +05 +47 +19 +28 +3 +54
$100,000 and ever +267 (2) +19 +5 —50 +020 +020 +13 +48 (2) +20 +131 +35 +207 +5 +740

Total +275 +65 +60 +10 —300 +20 +20 +40 +115 —110 +25 +245 +80 +285 +10 +840

I Assumes of effect as compared with ho change in realization. 2 Less than $500,000.

TABLE 6.—TAX BURDEN ON THE SINGLE PERSON UNDER TAX REFORM BILL OF 1969

A. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCENT OF INCOME

Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tax under Tax under —---—
(wages and saIares) present law HR. 13270 Amount Percentage

. Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tax under Tax under
(wages and salaries) present law HR. 13270 Amount Percentage

$900 0 0 0 0

$1,700 0115 0 $115 100.0
$1,750 123 0 123 100. 0
$1,800 130 $7 123 94.6
$3,000 329 185 144 43.8
$3,500 415 267 147 35. 5
$4,000 500 357 143 28, 5
$5,000 671 547 124 18.4

$7,500 $1,168 $1,031 $136 11.7
$10,000 1,742 8,530 212 12.2
$12,500 2, 398 2, 059 339 14. 2

$15,000 3,154 2,702 452 14.3
$17,500 3,999 3,442 556 13.9
$20,000 4,918 4, 255 663 13. 5

$25,000 6, 982 5, 895 1, 007 15.6

B. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 18 PERCENT OF INCOME

Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tax under Tao onder
(wages and salarieo) present law I H.R. 13270 Amount Percentage

Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tao under Tax under
(wages and safarius) present law' HR. 13270 Amount Percentage

$900 0 0 0 0

$1,700 $114 0 $114 100.0
$1,750 120 0 120 100.0
$1,800 126 57 119 94.5
$3,000 286 185 101 35. 4
$3,500 361 267 94 26.0
$4,000 439 357 82 18.6
$5,000 595 547 40 8.0

$7,500 $1, 031 $984 347 4.6
010,000 1,530 8,458 72 47
$12,500 2,092 8,965 127 6.1
$15,000 2,734 2509 225 8.3
$17,500 3,460 3,094 366 10.6
$20,000 4,252 0,722 530 12. 5

$25,000 6,025 5,140 885 14.7

'Exclusive of tax surcharge.

15-percent Maximum tax
Reform Low income $2,000 standard on earned Tao treatment Total relief

provisions allowance $750 exemption deduction income of single persons pravisioex
Total, all

pros isionx
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Mr. BURLSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VANIE:. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

(Mr. BURhESON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BTJRLESON of Texas. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I notice the gentleman
emphasizes oil and gas when speaking
on the subject of depletion. This seems
tobe a genergl practice.

As a matter of fact, as the gentleman
well knows, there are well Qver 100
minerals whih receive some percentage
of depletion. It seems to me it would be
more proper to use the term mineral
depletion rather than simply refer to oil
and gas alone.

Under the provisions of the conference
report before us, 41 minerals out of the
105 or 106 recevlng the depletion allow-
ance will have the Same depletion as oil
and gas. I do-not complain of the deple-
tion allowance on other minerals because

I think it is well justified, both when
first allowed and at the present time. I
do not believe, however, that it can be
successfully agreed that the risk capital
which goes into oil and gas exploration
is not much greater than any other
mineral -and, hence, the reason for it
heretofore having had a higher depletion
than any other mineral.

If the gentleman will yield further, let
me further point out that the provisions
of the conference report, as I understand
it, further reduce the 22-percent figure
for oil and gas by imposing a 10-percent
surcharge under a formula relating to
tax preferences. Theoretically, this could
mean another 10-percent reduction on
the 22 percent, or result in an allowance
depreciable zate of 19.8 percent.

Now, Mr. Speaker, for the first time in
the history of our country natural gas
is in short supply. The explorer does not
go out and look for gas or oil, but drills
for either. The incentive for risk capital
in these ventures is already greatly re- -

duced because of prices, foreign oil iih-

ports and inflation. Reducing it further
will invetiably result, finally, in shorter
supplies, which will mean higher prices
to the consumer. This is the direction In
which we are headed and I fear on down
the line we will see the mistake of this
action.

One thing further, if the gentleman
will further yield. I doubt if there Is any
such thing as fairness in the tax struc-
ture or that we can ever equalize the tax
burden on everyone and every Industry.
We must, however, work toward fair-
ness, equality, and justice in the taxing
process. Equally important is to exercise
a more careful judgment in the expend-
iture of these revenues. -

This conference report Is going to
pass this House overwhelmingly. No
changes can be made In the provisions
of this bill at this stage of Its consid-
eration. As all of us know, it is a matter
of taking it or leaving It, sInce we have
reached the point of no return. Certainly,
this measure is not going to please
a great many people affected by It and
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TABLE 7.—TAX BURDEN ON THE MARRIED COUPLE WITh NO DE'ENDENTS UNDER TAX REFORM BILL OF 1969

A. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCENT OF INCOME
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Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tax under Tax under
(wages and salaries) present law HR. 13270 Amount Percentage

Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tax under Tax under
(wages and salaries) present law H.R. 13270 Amount Percentage

$1600 0 0 0 0
$2,300 $98 0 598 100. 0
$2,500 _ 126 0 126 100.0
$2600 140 514 126 90. 0
$3,000 200 70 130 -65.0
$3,500 275 140 135 49. 1
$4,000 354 215 139 39. 3
$5,000 501 370 131 26.2

$7,500 $915 $786 $128 14.0
510,000 1, 342 3, 190 152 11.3
512,500 1, 831 1,628 203 11. 1
515,000 2, 335 2, 150 185 7.9
517,500 2,898 2,760 138 4.8
$20,000 3,484 3, 400 84 2.4
525,000 4. 796 4, 700 96 2.0

TABLE 8.—TAX BURDEN ON THE MARRIED COUPLE WITH NO DEPENDENTS UNDER TAX REFORM BILL OF 1969

B. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 18 PERCENT OF INCOME

Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tax under Tax under
(wages and salaries) present law * HR. 13270 Amount Percentage

Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tax under Tax under
(wages and salaries) present law I H.R. 13270 Amount Percentage

$1,600 0 0 0 0
$2,300 096 0 $96 100. 0
$2,500 119 0 119 100.0
$2,600 130 514 116 89.3
$3,000 179 70 109 60. 9
$3,500 241 140 101 41.8
$4,000 303 215 88 29.0
$5,000 434 370 64 14. 8

$7,500 $801 $744 $57 7.1
510,000 1, 190 1, 133 57 4.8
$12,500 ., 1,611 1,545 60 4.1
$15,000 2,062 1,996 66 3.2
$17,500 2, 548 2,473 75 2. 9
$20000 3,060 2,985 79 2.9
525,000 4, 184 4, 100 84 2.0

TABLE 9.—TAX BURDEN ON THE MARRIED COUPLE WITH 2 DEPENDENTS UNDER PRESENT tjtW AND UNDER TAX REFORM BILL OF 1969

A. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCENT OF INCOME

Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tas under Tax under
(wages and salaries) present law H.R. 13270 Amount Percentage

Tax decreaso
Adjusted gross income Tax under Tax under
(wages and salaries) present law H.R. 13270 Amount Percentage

53.000 0 0 0 0
$3,500 $70 0 570 100. 0
$4,000 140 0 410 100.0
$4,200 170 $28 142 83. 5
$5,000 290 140 150 51.7
$7,500 687 514 173 25.2

$10000 $1,114 $935 5209 18.8
$12,500 1, 567 1,309 258 16.5
515,000 2,062 1,820 242 11.7
$17,500 2, 598 2,385 213 8. 2
520,000 3,160 3,010 150 4.8
$25,100 4,412 4,240 172 3.9

B. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 18 PERCENT OF INCOME

Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tax under Tas under
(wages and salaries) present law HR. 13270 Amount Percentage

Tao decreas
Adjusted gross income Tas under Tax under
(wages and salarIeo present law HR. 13270 Amount Percentage

$3,000 0 0 0 0
53.500 066 0 066 100.0
$4,000 123 0 123 100.0
$4,200 147 $28 119 80.9
$5,000 .._ 245 140 105 42.9
$7,500 578 476 102 17.7

510,000 $962 —848 $114 11.9
$12,500 1,352 1,238 114 8.4
505.000 1,790 1,666 132 7.3
$t7,501) 2,249 2,117 132 5.9
$20,000 2,760 2,610 150
525,000 3,848 3,680 168 4.4
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I fear it holds out some false hopes in port today on the Tax Reform Act of
tax relief, but it Is the best that can be 1969 will mark a significant step forward
done at this time and I must join with In our efforts to provide for more equity
others who have expressed their appre- in our tax laws.
ciatioii for the diligence and arduous Today's vote will climax days and
hours of work devoted to producing this hours of strenuous effort which began
legislation by the leaders of the Ways almost 11 months ago when the Ways
and Means Committee, and particularly and Means Committee of the House
the conferees, opened public hearings on tax reform.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. In the Intervening months we have
HOLIFIELD) . The time of the gentleman seen tax reform move from a concept
from Ohio has expired. long overdue and frequently denied to

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield a concrete and meaningful piece of
the gentleman 1 additional minute. legislation.

Mr. BTIRLESON of Texas. I appre- This bill has its weaknesses and imper-
ciate the gentleman yielding and I shall fections, to be sure. For my part, I was
take just one other second. particularly disappointed that the House

It is a dramatic thing that for the approved a reduction in the oil depletion
first time in tife hlstoryof our Nation allowance to only 20 percent. This dis-
we are short of natural gas. You do not appointment was heightened by the
go out and look for gas alone. You go conference committee's decision to cut
out and look for oil and you may get back this reduction to 22 percent.
gas. You cannot separate the two. When Also, It was a disappointment to me
the day comes that the incentive of risk and to an overwhelming majority of the
capital to search for oil and gas puts near 5 million small businesses in the
us In a deficit position to depend upon- country that the conference committee
foreign-owned imports—and this Is an- eliminated the Senate anIendment to ex-
other problem that Is now pending— dude the first $20,000 of annual capital
and the price to the consumer Is going Investment per firm from the elimina-
to inevitably Increase, this country can tion of the investment tax credit. This
be placed in a dangerous position be- would have been a great assistance to
cause today with oil and gas furnishing the small businessman who, in today's
more than 87 percent of all energy, what money market, finds investment funds
will our Nation do if we find ourselves hard to secure and very costly to borrow.
In a deficit position? It is heartemng to see the 15 percent

So I know when the gentleman from across-the-board social security benefit
Ohio is talking about oil and gas that he increase in this bill. However, this does
wants to look at this from an overall plc- not finish the work of the 91st Congress
ture and consider all of the minerals, on social security. When the Second ses-
But I do not complain about the deple- sion of the Congress reconvenes in Janu-
tion allowance because I think It is jus- ary, we must consider further needed
tified by its great historical. background. changes in the social security law such

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time as reduction of age requirements for
of the gentleman from Ohio has expired. benefit eligibility and liberalization of

Mr. tJLLMAN. I yield 1 additional the outside earnings limitation which, at
minute to the gentleman from Ohio. $1,680 a year, is far too low. I also feel

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the that by next July the Congress should in-
gentleman for yielding me the additional crease social security benefits by at least
time, another 10 percent.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to respond On balance, the positive aspects of the
to the gentleman from Texas by saying tax reform bill far outveigh the negative
that I understand the economic force ones.
that oil and gas are in his community. , The House conferees accepted, with
But I must agree with the gentleman important modification, the Senate's ac-
from Wisconsin that we did not touch in- tion to Increase the personal exemption.
tangibles, we did not touch drilling costs, Unfortunately, the ultimate $750.00 fig-
we did not touch' bookkeeping practices, ure did not match the $800 which was
and we did not touch a great many passed by the Senate, but the conferees,
privileges enjoyed by the extraction by this slight reduction and by phasing
Industry, out the ultimate impact of the exemp-

I would like to say this: that in recent tion increase, eliminated from the bili a
years there has been a tremendous ef- very strong inflationary impact.
fort on the part of mineral and oil In addition, the bill provides meaning-
producing industries to suppress in- ful relief for the poor and near poor.
formation on their reserves so that they About 5 to 5i/2 million persons in these
do not have to pay taxes on known re- categories will be removed from the Fed-
serves. However, I think that this is a eral tax rolls by this bill while the impact
debate that we can better carry on next of taxation on millions f other middle
year when time will permit a more ex- income taxpayers will be reduced.
tensive discussion as to the effect of the Also, because of the minimum income
depletion allowance, and the availability tax provisions, the average taxpayer can
of oil and gas reserves, be assured that all taxpayers except the

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield poor, will pay some tax on income.
such time as he may consume to the Mr. Speaker, time does not permit an
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. item-by-item discussion of the provisions
FULTON). of the bill. I have attempted here to

(Mr. F'ULTON of Tennessee asked and touch on some of the highlights. How-
was given permission to revise and ex- ever, I feel the bill Is a genuine accom-
tend his. remarks.) plishment and step forward. It was a

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee, Mr. privilege and pleasure to sit on the Ways
Speaker, passage of the conference re- and Means Committee during the hear-
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ings and writing of the Bouse version.
I recommend favorable consideration of
the conference report of the Tax Reform
Act of 1969.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr.. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. MELCHER).

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

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, the tax
reform bill, which has been reported by
the conference committees, does a seri-
ous injustice, which can have serious
consequences to the whole Nation, to two
categories of citizens who most need tax
relief instead of a tax increase—farmers
and ranchers and small business.

The bill will increase taxes for 1969—
the 'present year—for these two groups
of people, and it will continue to assess
higher tax bills against them, in spite
of some relief in the rate schedules, in
the years ahead.

The bill repeals the 7 percent invest-
ment tax credit as of April 18, 1969, and
the Senate amendment to allow a $20,-
000 exemption has been discarded.

This is both inequitable and inadvisa-
ble.

The bi corporations and the biggest
operators with continuous investment re-
quirements all undoubtedly used up $20,-
000 or $100,000, or a million dollar invest-
ment credit In the first 3172 months of
the year or have salted It down with valid
contracts by the April 18 cut-off date.
They will get theirs.

But farmers and small business would
not have started making their invest-
ments in new equipment, building im-
provements, modernization of their busi-
ness operations in the winter months.

They generally wait until later in the
calendar year to determine whether they
will have the money in their business,or
the chance of a crop, before investing
In new machinery and equipment which
might be delayed another year.

Sales of farm machinery are much
higher In the final quarters of the year
than in the first quarter. Sales of farm
machinery are Insignificant in the first
3 months compared to the last 9 of the
year.

The Investment tax credit for the
farmer-rancher and small businessmen
in 1969 wIll be almost nil. They will find
themselves confronted with unexpectedly
high tax liabilities when they make out
their income tax returns on the 1969 in-
come next month, while their larger com-
petitors have gotten considerable advan-
tage out of the credit as a consequence
of their continuing rograms of expan-
sion, improvement nd modernization
and doubtless also as having had the ad-
vantage of consultation with able tax
counsel who foresaw, because of earlier
public discussion, the probable termina-
tion of this tax advantage.

The repeal as of April 18 Is clearly dis-
criminatory, and the discrimination can
only be eliminated by the inclusion of an
exemption which will extend the credit,
On i. reasonable amount of investment.
I think the Senate chose a good level—
$20,000—but even If that were reduced
to $15,000 to reah the most hard-pressed
farmers and small businessmen, it would
promote equity.
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Make no mistake—this Is an Instant
tax increase for virtually all of the 3 mil-
lion farmers in America, and for millions
of small business establishments. This is
an• increase in the 1969 taxes—the in-
come taxes they will be figuring and
paying next month.

It is also an increase in their tax bur-
den for 19O, 1971, 1972 and ensuing
years, but the first shock of this highly
touted tax reform bill comes for these
struggling people—all faced by giant
competition just a few days after we
write this measure into law, if we do.

It is a case of: "Merry Christmas, your
taxes are up. Happy xew year, your taxes
are going to stay up."

We have been losing about 100,000
farm units a year for the past two dec-
ades. The decline ran over that in the
fifties. It has been under for most years
in the sixties, but I predict that It will
rise again if this tax bill passes as the
conference has reported It and you will
find more and more farmers, ranchers
and rural residents migrating to your
overcrowded cities to find some sort of
economic opportunity.

I am not talking about just the smallest
farmers—the 400,000 that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture says may one day be
provided for under President Nixon's
family welfare plan.

I am taiking about farmers who are
producing $25,000 to $60,000 or more in
products, whose adjusted gross income
runs In the $3,000 to $7,000 range, and
above that.

I am talking about people who average
age Is 53 years, who pay high property
taxes to the county, the schools, and the
State to maintain education and neces-
sary local services, who is now confronted
wIth 9 percent Interest on the operating
loans he needs, and who has to anticipate
that the prices for the products he sells
will average less than 80 percent of parity,
and probabl.y a good deal less than that.

He has been staying on the land'only
because his wife is a full, working part-
ner, who drives the tractors when neces-
sary, the trucks, runs the errands for
parts and supplies, keeps the records,
cooks the meals, and keeps the household
running.

The loss of this investment tax credit—
even though most of the farmers and
ranchers will only use $4,000 to $5,000 of
It on an average, will not be made up by
reductions in personal tax rates.

For those whose incomes are $3,500 or
below, who have no business investments
to make, there is substantial help in the
bill.

But for the farmer who handles $20,000
to $60,000 in products each year, and has
to keep up his equipment, build and
maintain barns and outbuildings,
fences—operators whose annual lnvest-
ment to remain efficient enough to stay
in business, the loss of the investment
tax credit on his likely $5,000 annual
yearly investments will be $350. For those
with larger operations, but still commer-
cial family farms, investment may eas-
ily run $10,000 to $15,000 yearly, and
their tax loss under this bill $700 to
$1,000 although their net, and their off-
setting savings from rate reductions, In
only a fraction of that. For the small
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businessman struggling to keep his busi-
ness progressing and solvent, he, too,
needs this tax tool.

This bill will definitely speed up the
outmigration, not just from the farms
and ranches of the Nation, but from the
rural communities and larger trading
centers, to the overcrowded urban areas.

Recently I put in the RECORD a news-
paper article about the jump In farm
closing out sales in eastern Montana.
The sellouts and the migration Is al-
ready at an alarmingly high level because
of -the diminishing margin of returns to
agriculture as farm prices stay around
20-year-ago levels and farm costs con-
tinue rising. A couple of weeks ago the
railroads increased freight rates, across-
the-board, by 6 percent, but the agricul-
ture producers or small business raise
their prices to absorb that increase; in-
deed, It will come out of their pocket-
books for the farm price of commodities
Is always the urban price, less freight,
whatever that may be. And the competi-
tive position of small businessmen is
shakey, so it comes out of their pocket,
too.

High Interest, high credit, skyrocket-
Ing operating costs and now higher Fed-
eral Income taxes are going to start a
migration out of the rural areas of this
Nation that will plague us next year, and
for many years to come.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Missouri.
(Mr. RANDALL).

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, it was not
until this morning that there was de-
livered to each of our offices the 346-page
conference report that accompanies HR.
13270 being the bill which started out in
the House several months ago as the Tax
Reform Act of 1969. Until the receipt of
this copy of the conference repdrt we
have had to rely on hearsay or press
accounts of the actual agreement
reached by our conferees. The actual
content of what we are going to be called
upon to vote for or against was not in
our hands untll a few hours ago. For that
reason I ask at this time to propound
some questions either to the chairman
of the committee or to some member who
was a conferee.

In recent weeks while the Senate was
considering this measure, and during the
time of the con(erence our mall was
heaviest on such subjects as taxation of
municipal bonds; the taxation of profes-
sional service corporations; the treat-
ment of lump sum distributions under
pension plans; the tax treatment of
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The surtax has not controlled Infla-

tion.
High interest has not curtailed infla-

tion—It is fueling the fire in most In-
stances.

Repeal of every cent of the Investment
tax credit—the omission of the Senate's
$20,000 exemption—is not going to make
or break inflation control.

But it is going to trigger trouble for
our whole economy and society, in my
opinion, and is a mighty sorry sort of
Christmas package to present to the Na-
tion—and especially farmers anI small
business—on Christmas eve.

I can understand why this tax reform
bill Is welcomed in some quarters: there
is relief in some instances. There is - a
little but probably wholly inadequate
shift back to progressive taxatiQn in
some instances.

But I cannot welcome a measure which
will increase the tax burden of a major
segment of my people and will, In my
judgment, do an unjustified overall eco-
nomic Injury to my district and my
State.

In spite of the rush to adjournment,
we have the time to send this bill back
to conference with Instructions to ac-
cept the exemption for the small opera-
tors of this Nation to help keep them In
business or In agriculture.

dividend distributions of cooperatives,
and the amount of the reduction of tax-
able income that can be kept as a reserve
for bad debts by savings and loan asso-
ciations. Accordingly, I hope I can make
a record on exactly what Is contained in
the conference report with respect to
these separate provisions.

I ask the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
ULLMAN) whether the only change as to
taxation of the Income from municipal
or State bonds is in the requirement that
there be an arbitrage charge and that
the formula of the House to tax the In-
come from municipal bonds is not a part
of this conference report?

Mr. IJLLMAN. The only provision as
to municipal bonds is on arbitrage. All
the other provision of taxation of muni-
cipal bonds under the House version
have been deleted.

Mr. RANDALL. Now, if I may ask the
gentlemen from Oregon a question con-
cerning the professional service corpo-
rations that have been set up by dentists
and doctors which were organized to
relieve them from being subject to the
limitations of the Keough Act. As I un-
derstnd it there was nothing in our bill

THE TAX SCHEDULES UNDER THE TAX BILL FOR FARMERS, RANCHERS, AND SMALL BUSINESS (EFFECT ON A FAMILY OF FOUR)

Estimated
investment

Income 1970 tax
Savings due

to new rates

by farmers,
ranchers,

and small
businessmen

Loss due to
investment

credit repeal
Net tax

increase

$3,500 —
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$15,000

Nnne
$275
605

1,122
2,091

$70
15
71

103
177

$3,000
4,000
5,000
6,000

'$210
'280
'350
'420

-
$195
209
247
243

'In nearly all instances this sum will be lost nn 1969 income tax returns as well as in all future years due tn Apr. 18, 1969' repeal
of the investment tax credit—a date in advance of normal farm and small business buying season.

Note: Data on 1970 tax and savings from Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation.



December 23, 1969
as It went to the Senate to effect the tax
treatment of these professional corpo-
rations. As I understand it the Senate
Finance Committee subjected these cor-
porations to the same limitations as the
Keough Act and this change by the Sen-
ate Finance Committee was knocked out
on the Senate floor. I want to be sure
that there is nothing in this conference
report that would change the present
tax treatment of these professional
corporations?

Mr. ULLMAN. That is correct—these
corporations are not dealt with in any
way in the conference report.

Mr. RANDALL. Now if I may ask the
gentleman from Oregon a question with
reference to any changes In the tax
treatment of lump sum distribution
under company pension plans. I refer to
the situation where a pensioner elects
to take a lump sum settlement of his
pension plan when he may need- these
funds for some investment purpose. I
received a lot of mail complaining
against the change which made these
distributions taxable at ordinary tax
rates instead of capital gains rate. As I
recall it, our bill passed by the House
provided that the payment of taxes on
this lump sum distribution could be
averaged out over a 5-year period. That
is, the tax on such distribution could be
paid in five installments. Now I under-
stand that the agreement of the con-
ferees contained in this conference
report provides taxes may be paid over
a period of 7 years. In other words,
whatever amount a distributee may re-
ceive may be divided by seven and pay
one-seventh of the tax each year? I am
.asklng you for the record If that is what
is contained in the conference report?

Mr. TJLLMAN. That Is correct.
Mr. RANDALL. There is another ques-

tion which has generated some mail, from
our constituents and that is the pro-
vision concerning taxation of the por-
tion of dividends retained and not paid
out by cooperatives. If my memory serves
me correctly the House version provided
these dividends were required to be paid
out within 15 years. As I read the portion
of the conference report which concerns
this subject, I cannot find any reference
to the House version. Is it true that the
House requirement that dividends had
to be paid out in 15 years was knocked
out by the Senate and the House re-
ceded and at the present time there Is
no provision in the conference report
concerning the taxation of dividends of
cooperatives. Is that right?

Mr. ULLMAN. That is correct.
That provision as to cooperatives was

taken out of the bill completely.
Mr. RANDALL. One final question

which although last in the order of my
inquiries should not be construed to be
the least important. I have received mail
from our savings and loan people who
feel the method of taxing their reserve
for bad debts is being unfairly treated.
My recollection is the House version of
HR. 13270 reduced the amount of tax-
able income that can be kept by savings
and loan associations as a reserve for bad
debts from 60 percent to ao percent. In
other words, after all deductions have
been made, a savings and loan could set
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up only 30 percent of its taxable Income
to take care of its bad debts. As I remem-
ber It the Senate reduced this from 60
percent to only 50 percent. The point
that I must have clarified in order- that
I may be able to report to the several
savings and loan associations in our con-
gressional district is the final figure
agreed to by the conferees. In other
words is it true the conferees have com-
promised the difference between 30 and
50 percent and have in effect reduced the
amount these associations can set aside
for bad debts from 60 percent to only
40 percent?

Mr. IJLLMAN. That is correct, 40
percent.

Mr. RANDALL. I am rateful to the
gentleman from Oregon who as one of
the conferees has provided me with such
clear and accurate answers to my several
questions.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I shall support the adoption
of the conference report on H.R. 13270,
the Tax Reform Act of 1969.

The House of Representatives can be
proud of this effort and I particularly
want to pay tribute to the chairman, the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS),
and the ranking Republican, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNE5).

The product of the conference is a
major step toward greater tax equity.
But it should be clear that there re-
mains much yet to be done since this
bill has not touched all areas.

I am - particularly pleased, Mr.
Speaker, with the adoption of an income
in the personal exemption from $600 to
$750 over a period of time. This signifi-
cant improvement - in distributing the
burden of taxation coupled with changes
in the taxation of single persons, in the
standard deduction and in the adoption
of a low-income allowance are valuable.
While I still believe a further increase
in the personal exemption is desirable
a start on this road has been made.

I remain concerned about the treat-
ment of foundations contained in this
report which parallels the House ver-
sion. Those in the private sector deserve
better at this critical tinfe in our his-
tory than efforts to limit their role. I
fear a greater reliance on Government
which is not, at this point, appropriate.

This conference report represents
both reform and relief. It also contains
an increase in social security benefits
which is desperately needed as well as a
continuation of the surtax at 5 percent
for the first 6 months of 1970 which is
also needed.

Thus, Mr. Speaker, the overall con-.
cept of tax equity has been maintained
by this bill and since its inflationary
impact has been seriously lessened In
fiscal years 1971 and 1972 I believe the
conference report should be passed.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, passage of
the tax reform bill will do much to re-
store the faith and confidence of millions
of Americans in the fairness of our sys-
tem of taxation. I hope that we give this
bill our overwhelming support.

Our belief in the principle that taxes
should be assessed on the basis of ability
to pay has been strained to the limit by
reports of wealthy taxpayers who pay no
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tax at all. it is acutely clear that the
progressive tax rate has been a myth for
thousands of privileged taxpayers. Now,
because of the marathon efforts of Mem-
bers in both bqdies, those less privileged
will no longer be forced to bear the
major share of Federal taxes, while the
wealthy shield their incomes from any
significant tax bite.

Some have called this bill a tax give-
away program, citing the generous relief
afforded low- and middle-income citi-
zens. I raise strong objection to thes
charges that tax relief and tax reduc-
tions undermine the purposes of tax re-
form.

Too often we speak of tax reform and
tax relief as if they were two separate
things. I believe that tax relief is at the
heart of comprehensive tax reform. Tax
justice demands not only that we tighten
restrictions on the availability of tax
loopholes, but also that we lighten the
burdens which low- and middle-income
citizens have borne for so long.

There is merit to the complaint that
revenues lost as a result of tax relief will
exceed revenues gained as a result of
narrower loopholes. My answer to that is
a simple one. If there is a genuine fear
that lost revenues are excessive, we can,
and should, do more to place a fairer
share of the tax burden on the select few
who receive sheltered income. Municipal
bond interest is still tax free. Taxpayers
can still arrange to protect substantial
earnings through oil depletion allow-
ances.

The failure of the tax reform bill to
incorporate the House proposals to place
some tax on income from tax-exempt
bonds is a glaring omission. The tax-
exempt bonds that are owned by in-
dividuàls are concentrated in the hands
of the wealthiest 2 percent of the popu-
lation. The reason is easy to understand.
A 6-percent return from a tax-free bond,
for a person in the 70 percent bracket,
puts as much money in his pocket áä
a taxable investment bearing 20 percent
interest. There are taxpayers with in-
come from tax-free bonds in excess of
$1 million who pay nO tax at all, and
who do not even have to file a return.
And because they pay no tax, they pay
no surtax.

Last January I introduced a tax re-
form bill which would have imposed a
minimum tax of 10 percent on all income.
This minimum tax would have reached
income presently sheltered by depletion,
accelerated depreciation and the exclu-
sion of one-half of all long-term capital
gains, as well as income from tax-free
bonds. I will be happy to see adopted the
mechanism of a minimum tax, which I
feel goes further to assure that tax pref-
erence income will not escape tax en-
tirely, than did the original House
proposal. The exclusion of tax-free bond
income in the conference- bill, however,
leaves millions of dollars of income com-
pletely immune from tax. It will still be
possible for a select fetto receive vast
amounts of tax-free income, while per-
sons with incomes of one-hundredth the
size will be taxed at effective rates of
20 to 30 percent. This is not tax justice,
and we will be making a mistake if we
think that we can sit comfortably back,
after the passage of this bill, and wait
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another 50 years before the cry for re-
form is heard again.

I strongly urge support for this bill
as a dramatic, albeit a first step toward
comprehensive tax reform.

Mr. KLEPPE. Mr. Speaker, farmers
and small businessmen will be especially
disappointed that the conference report
on the Tax Reform Act of 1969 does not
include the Senate amendment exempt-
ing investments up to $20,000 in eligible
property from the investment credit re-
peal.

This might have been fully justified
had no special concessions been made to
some other groups jn the treatment of
investment credit. I do not object to the
provisions affecting amortization of cer-
tain railway rolling stock, pollution con-
trol facilities, and coal mine safety equip-
ment; but I believe that an equally strong
case could be made for at least a limited
tax credit on equipment purchases by
farmers and small businessmen.

With farm machinery prices continu-
ing to move sharply higher, while most
farm prices remain at generally de-
pressed prices, American agriculture is
in a tighter cost-price squeeze than any
other segment of the economy. The typi-
cal commerc:ial farmer has far more than
$20,000 invested in machinery and equip-
ment which must be replaced periodi-
cally if he is to maintain an efficient
operation. This hard economic fact de-
serves recognition in the Federal tax
structure.

From a safety factor alone, farmers
should be encouraged to replace obsolete
and other dangerous equipment. More
farmers and agricultural workers are
killed or injt.red every year in on-the-job
accidents than in any other industry.
Many of these tragedies could be averted
with newer and safer farm equipment.
Even a modest tax incentive would en-
courage farmers to replace obsolete and
dangerous equipment at a much faster
rate.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, there is
no question but that the pluses in this
enormous tax bill outweigh the minuses.

Tax relief is provided, increasingly
over a period of years, for those income
groups that most need it.

A small increase is provided in social
security benefits—far too small but bet-
ter than nothing.

While the bill does not go nearly as
far in the direction of closing tax loop-
holes as many of us would have liked,
It still goes further than any of us
could surely have predicted a year ago.

Today's New York Times contains an
excellent summary by Eileen Shanahan
of the tax reform aspects of the bill,
which I insert herewith:
Foa MOST WEALTHY NONTAxPAYESS, NEW BILL

ENDS FAVOSED STATUS

(By Eileen Shanahan)
WASHINGTON, December 21.—How many of

that well-publicized group of 155 Individuals
who pay no :i'ecieral income taxeS, although
they have incomes in excess of $200,000 a
year, will have to start paying taxes now?

The answer is most, and possibly every
one of them, assuming that the tax reform
bill now awaiting final congressional action
and Presidenlisi approval does, as expected,
become law. To my that the tiew tax reform
bill might eliminate the nontaxable status
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of all 155 overstates the amount of reform,
however.

The reason Is that the figure of 155 al-
ways drastically understated the true nuin-
ber of high-income persons who\) paid no
taxes. The only ones who made the famous
list were those who had "adjusted gross in-
come" of $200,000 or more, and many oilmen,
real estate operators and owners of munici-
pal bonds did not have any such amount of
"adjusted gross Income," even though their
real, economic Income may have been in the
millions. The reason has to do with the me-
chanics of the way income—and tax-avoid-
ance devices—is reported on tax returns.

Leaving aside the deficiencies of the num-
ber 155, the bill really does go most of the
way toward blocking the routes for escape
of all Federal taxes on sizable amounts of
income.

FrILL NO BOND TAX
Owners of municipal bonds can continue

to pay no tax at all, if their sole income is
from the Interest on such bonds. Despite
the reduction in the depletion ailowance that
the bill contains, some, and possibly many,
oilmen will be able to arrange their affairs
so that they can legally continue to avoid
au Federal income tax.

But for other zero taxpayers, on or off
the list of 155, the party is over. Or, more
precisely, it will be shortly, once some tran-
sitional provisions of the bill have run their
course.

It is the new "minimum tax" contained in
the tax reform act of 1969 that wiu do the
most toward eliminating complete tax avoid-
ance by wealthy individuals (and by eco-
nomically profitable corporations, as well, it
should be noted.) The minimum tax stands
as the most striking feature of the new leg-
isiation, the one that seems likely to earn
for the 1969 act a place in the record books
as the moat significant tax reform bill since
the inauguration of the income tax In 1913.

EFFECI' ISN'T cERTAIN

This is true, even though no one is pre-
cisely sure how the minimum tax will work
out in practice. The concept and mechanics
of the tax are completely novel, and ex-
perienced tax lawyers tend to feel that it
will probably produce some inequitable re-
sults, as between different individuals and
different . companies, and will need some
amending in the future.

Basically, the minimum tax lumps to-
gether a long list of current provisions of
the tax law—the depletion allowance is one,
rapid depreciation of buildings is another—
and commands the taxpayer to add up all of
his income that is sheltered from tax by
the operation of these various devices. If
the total amount so sheltered exceeds $30,000,
plus the amount of tax the individual Is
paying on his other income, he must pay
the minimum tax on the amount of the
excess.

The rate of tax on income subject to the
minimum tax is only 10 per cent, compared
with the rates on other income that go as
high as 70 per cent. This is a defect in the
minimum tax, in the view of ardent tax re-
foriners.

STARTING WrrH LOW RATE
But many others feel that a relatively low,

fiat rate of tax is a good way to start, particu-
larly when no one knows exactly how the
complex idea of setting levies on tax-shel-
tered income that exceeds taxes otherwise
due will actually work out.

While the minimum tax may be the most
striking single feature of the reform bill the
measure contains countleas other sections
that also make its title "tax reform act" no
misnomer. Some of these have almost been
lost sight of recently bscause they have stir-
red relatively little controversy.

In this category come the provisions tax-
ing, for the first time, the income that
churches receive from ownership of buai-
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neases. Similarly noncontroversial but sig-
nificant are extensive new statutory rules
aimed at preventing individuals from creat-
ing and operating allegedly charitable foun-
dations solely or partly for personal financial
benefit.

FOUNDATION PROVIsIONs

The other provisIons of the bill involving
tax-exempt foundations are highly contro-
versial, and even some vigorous tax reformers
do not necessarily regard them as improve-
ments in the tax law. There is general agree-
ment, however, that the new restrictions on
politically oriented activities Of foundations,
the requirement that foundations pay out 6
percent of their income annually for their
stated purposes, the audit fee they will pay
the Government, the limitations on their
ownership of businesses, and the restrictions
on making grants to individuals on an arbi-
trary basis—that all of these are require-
ments the foundations can, in fact, live with.

One of the most significant sections of the
bill affects both corporations and individ-
uals—the one dealing with real estate. The
measure cuts back drastically on the amount
of rapid depreciation that can be deducted
from income before any tax is calculated, and
also limits to $21,000 a year the interest re-
ductions that can be taken, unless the inter-
est payments lead to profits or capital gains.

The combination of these provisions is ex-
pected to put many real estate operators in
the taxpayer category for the first time in
years.

The interest provision by itself will also re-
duce the zero taxpayer list to about half Its
present size, with most of those eliminated
being either real estate men or speculators in
securities.

Successful securities speculators and
many other persons with large amounts of
capital gains will be paying heavier taxes be-
cause of two or three different provisions of
the bill.

However, for those who realize a big capital
gain only occasionally, over a lifetime, the
advantages of averaging would be granted.

FEW Ntw PREFERENcEs
But persons with an occasional big capital

gain would be among the few to be better
off under the reform provisions of the 1969
act. The relief provisions are anothel' mat-
ter. For the legislation is emerging from
Congress remarkably free of new tax pref-
erences, although there are a few such as
the increase In the depletion allowance on
molybdentun, even though It is already In
surplus supply.

There are four other major new tax prefer-
ences in the bill: tax Incentives (which Is
what preferences always are at their birth)
aimed at stimulating the Installation -of
antipollution equipment, the modernization
of railroad eqUipment, the rehabilitation.of
old residential housing, and the adoption of
safety devices in coal mines. But all of these
preferences contain an unprecedented fea-
ture: an automatic termination date five
years hence.

EFFEcT IS UNCLEAR

One of the great unknowns concerning
the tax bill Is its economic impact, because
of both its reform provisions and its relief
provisions. The tax reductions contained in
the bill will reduce Government collections
by billions in the years ahead. These are
considerably more billions than the $9-bil-
lion figure usually cited, which, among other
things, contains no allowance for increased
income over the years that is a result of
normal economic growth.

It is not ye clear just how this reduc-
tion in revenues, which would be phased
over a period of years through 1973, will af-
fect the economy. It depends en what shape
the economy Is in at the time,

Even more interesting Is the question of
how the various tax reform provisions will
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affect business activity.. There should he con-
siderably less building of office buildings and
shopping centers and other forms of non-
residential construction; there might be more
building of apartment houses. There could be
relatively more investment in the oil Indus-
try which had its tax preferences cut back
a bit, but relatively little compared with
other areas of past tax avoidance, such as
real estate.

The repeal of the investment credit, and
the concentration of tax relief in the hands
of thoSe who spend all their money, rather
than save and invest, might have some de-
pressing e1ect on investment.

Finally, there Is another interesting ques-
tion. Will the bill make people stop trying
so hard te find tax-avoidance routes? Plain
old earned Income—salaries, commissions,
professional fees—would be taxed at a top
rate of 50 percent under the act. If that is
the top rate (rather than the 70 percent
it is now, or the 91 percent it was until 1963),
is It really going to be worthwhile to pursue,
for example, income that is taxed as capital
gains, Just by definition under the tax laws,
and taxable at a maxImum 35 percent? Will
It be worthwhile to pursue Income that would
be subject just to he 10 percent minimum
tax?

The Assistant Secretary of the Treasury
for tax policy, Edwin S. Cohen, hopes and
believes that one of the most beneficial ef-
fects of the legislation will be a lessening
of the amount of energy and intelligence that
is devoted to chasing after avoidance de-
vices, Mr. Cohen's Democratic predecessor,
Stanley S. Surrey, now of the Harvard Law
School,. advocated a somewhat different ver-
sion of a maximum tax on earned income but
he believed the same thing.

Most other tax lawyers seem to think that
Mr. Cohen and Mr. Surrey are wrong, that
a 35 percent tax is better than a 50 percent
and that the pursuit of tax preferences will
continue unabated.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to comment on a most disturbing
fact involving the Tax Reform Act of
1969.

I do not think It is equitable or right
for the economic problems of the small
businessman and farmer to increase as
a result of measures taken to combat in-
flation In the economy as a whole.

I am speaking about the repeal of the
7 percent 'investment tax credit. The
small businessman and the farther
should be the beneficiaries, not the vic-
tims of anti-inflationary policy.

This tax provision is a key factor in
stimulating growth and economic devel-
opment in our rural and smalitown
areas. Certainly any successful effort to
stimulate new jobs in rural America will
servs the national interest. It has be-
come apparent that the crisis in urban
America is related to and in many cases
due to our problems of rural migration.

.1 also want to stress this repeal will be
a crushing blow to many farmers and
small businessmen who have just man-
aged to keep their heads above the waters
of bankruptcy. While those of us vitally
interested In rural America fully under-
stand the obvious need for inflationary
control, we were hopeful that at least this
tax credit would be retained up to $25,-
000. Just this morning I received a call
from a dryland farmer who was forced
to sink new wells this summer or simply
give up his investment and call it quits.
He and his bnaker informed me the re-

peal of the 7 percent investment tax
credit made his oifêration extremely
marginal—dependent entirely upon how
much more money he could borrow to
avert financial ruin.

Mr. Speaker, I am most hopeful that
future tax proposals and future propos-
als for revitalizing rural and smalltown
America as well as plans to aid our cities
can include special tax credits In this
area. Once again I think we have cut
off the farmer's nose in an effort to save
the Nation's fiscal face. The investment
tax credit was in effect an investment in
future revenue, an investment we need
desperately in rural America.

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Speaker, while I am delighted that the
conference approved in part, amend-
ments that Senator HARRIS and I pre-
pared and which were vital to assure
some measure of equity for our Nation's
needy on public assistance—I must note
with regret, that about 1.5 million aged,
blind, and disabled who do not receive.
social security must rely on the States
for any benefit under this bill.

I must further note that many of the
1.4 million who benefit under the Bur-
ton-Harris amendments will still have
$5.50 or more a month of their small
social security Increase taken away from
them if they are currently on public
assistance.

However, some progress in this area is
better than none at all.

The following reflect the results of the
adoption of those portiOns of the Burton-
Harris amendments agreed to by the
conference committee:
Increased amounts received as a result of the

'Burton-Harris "pass-on" and "retroactive
payment" amendments

California (285,000 persons receive increase as
result of Burton—Harris amendments):

Retroactive payment1 $5, 700, 000
Pass-on amendment 2 3,420,000

Subtotal 9, 120,000
Retroactive payment AFDC '. - 472, 600

Total 9,592,500
Nationwide (1.4 million persons receive in-

crease as result of Burton-Harris
amendments)

Retroactive payment amend-
ment' 28, 000, 000

Pass-on amendment2 16,800,000

Subtotal 44,800,000
Retroactive paythent -AFDC 2_ -

— 3, 510, 000

Total 48,310.000
I Retroactiye amendment requires the

states to ignore for purposes of computing
income of public assistance recipients the
lump sum payment (averaging about $20)
which will appear as a back payment for Jan.
nd Feb. in their April Social Security checks.

'Pass-on amendment requires the states
to Ignore for purpose of computing income
of public assistance recipients $4 per month
for March, April and May of the Increase'
in benefits enacted in the, Social Security
Amendments of 1969.

'Retroactive . payment AFDC represents
130,000 families nationally (17,500 Calif.)
with combined AFDC/SS income—average
85 income per family. $90 per month—plus
15% increase for Jan. and Feb.=average
retroactive payment of $27 for each family.

April1970 projections

Number public
assistance re-

Public
assistance

recipients as
of October1969

Percent also
receiving so—
cial security

cipientsalso re-
ceiving social

secority
(rounded)

Aged 311,691 75 234,000
Blind 13,173 45 6,000
Disabled 157, 091 27 45, 000

Total.... -- 481, 955 285, 000

Note: In addition '17,500 families receive coocurrent aid to
a milies with dependeot children/social security benelits.

Mr. Speaker, the following is the latest
available information on the varying
ways the different States have acted—
or failed to act—'on the 1967 social se-
curity legislation permitting the States
to disregard $7.50 per month and as a
result, increase payments to aged, blind,
and disabled public assistance recipients
by that amount.

My colleagues will note that in Cali-
fornia, Governor Reagan's administra-
tion has failed to act to provide this
$7.50 per month increase.

The Congress in 1967 urged the States
to enact the increase because of the great
savings to the States in welfare cost as
the result of the 1967 social security
amendments.

The only group in Califorina who re-
ceived the benefit of this $7.50 increase
were the blind, under an amendment I
offered to State legislation which was
enacted in 1963.

I hope, but am not optimistic, that the
States are more compassionate in deal-
ing with the 1969 amendments, than
they were with the 1967 Social Security
Amendments.

THE 1965—67 AMENDMENTS
(Effective October 1, 1965; January 2, 1968)

OAA, AB, APTD and AABb: Disregarding
some amount of income received from any
source prior to disregarding of other amountS,
as reported September 30, 1969:

Provision in effect 1: 26 Jurisdictions.
A. Not more than $5 a month (1965): 13

Jurisdictions.
Connecticut'
Delaware'
Georgia
Guam
Indi&na
Missouri
Nevada'

B. Not more than $7.50 a month (1967): 13
Jurisdictions.
Albama°
Arizona a
California 6

Hawaii'
Idaho
Iowa
Kentucky

1 Plan material approved for all jurisdic-
tions except Connecticut.

'OAA only. Connecticut—Disregards $2.50.
'Delaware: OAA and APTD—up to $5. AR—

up to $75O.
4AABD—up to $5 a month.
6OAA and AB. State has no APTD program.

Plan material submitted f Or 1967 amendment.
6AB only. Will not implement at present

for other categories. Massachusetts DPW—
Needs legislation.

'OAA and APTD Only.
8OAA, AB, APTD—adults only.

CALIFORNIA

New Hampshire
Ohio
Pennsylvania
South Carolina'
South Dakota
Virgin Islands

Maine
Massachusetts'
Mississippi
Montana
Texas 2
Wyoming8
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Not In effect; plan material submitted: 0

Jurisdictions.
Plan material In preparatIon: 0 JurisdAc-

tions.
Legislation enacted: 0 JurIsdictions.
Legislation in process: 0 Jurisdictions.
Interested or Intend to use: 2 JurisdIctions.
Oklahoma.
Tennessee.
Will not implement at present: 26 Juris-

dictions.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I intend to
vote in favor of the tax reform bill which
Is before us for a final vote today.

With the enactment of this legislation,
I think the Congress will take a long first
step in making our tax laws more equit-
able for all our people.

I am particularly happy that the bill
contains increases in social security ben-
efits for our senior citizens, without in-
creasing the earnings base on which
social security taxes are paid. Although
I would have been happier i the bill did
more for thcse receiving minimum pay-
ments, there is no doubt that further
social security reforms are needed.
Surely it is incredibly difficult for anyone,
let alone an elderly person with large
medical expenses, to live on $64 a month,
the minimum benefits contained in the
bill. Nor does the bill contain automatic
cost-of-living increases or provisions as-
suring pensioners that increases in social
security will not result in a dispropor-
tionate decrease in veterans or other
types of retirement benefits. So, in this
area, while we have made a start, much
remains to be done.

I am disappointed also because this
bill does noi contain some of the pro-
visions regarding the 7-percent invest-
ment credit which had been adopted by
the Senate. While I generally support the
repeal of the 7-percent investment credit,
I doubt the economy would have been in-
jured if the credit had remained available
to small businessmen and farmers up to
say $10,000 or $15,000 per year.

The provisions regarding tax loss
farming could also be improved upon.
The provisions adopted in this bill would
only pertain to tax-loss farmers with
nonfarm income over $50,000 per year,
and - then only if their losses exceeded
$25,000. As Secretary of the Treasury
David Kennedy said when he testified
before the Senate Finance Committee,
"In practice this exclusion renders the
bill ineffective."

•As of June 30, 1969. No report received for
Sept. 30' 1969.

9 AABD—Dejeted effective March 1, 1968.
10 material withdrawn. Provision in

AABD terminated June 30, 1966.
U Needs legislation.

Expects to disregard larger amount when
funds are available.

1 Insufficient funds.
Plan withdrawn. Ceiling on Federal fi-

nancial participation a deterrent.
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Mr. Speaker, tax-loss and hobby farm-
ers do injury to the principle of tax
equity, and pose a great threat to the
family farmer in this country and the
tax reform bill is deficient in dealing
with them.

On the plus side, the bill does delete
the provisions inserted by the House
regarding cooperatives. The House bill—
which would have required cooperatives
to revolve out patronage dividends within
15 years—would have proved a significant
hardship on agricultural cooperatives.
The conference committee bill calls for a
study of the taxation of cooperatives
some time before January 1, 1972, and
I am pleased to see that no action has
been taken before this matter is studied
thoroughly.

Mr. Speaker, some of the provisions
inserted by the Senate to benefit specific
industries have wisely been deleted. We
will have a minimum tax which will make
it more difficult for any high-income per-
sons to avoid all Federal taxation as they
have in the past, although the interest
earned on Individual investment in
municipal bonds will still be exempt
from taxation.

Although I think it is still too high, the
oil depletion allowance has been de-
creased from 27/2 to 22 percent. There
will be a minimum tax on all earned
Income. The standard deduction has been
increased, and will reach 15 percent or
$2,000 in 1973. Income tax exemptions
will be increased $150 over a 3-year
period, from $600 to $650 on July 1st, to
$700 in 1972, and to $750 in 1973.

Overall, as the chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee has pointed out,
our low-income wage earners who need
tax relief the most, will be able to get it.
Under the bill, It is estimated that those
with an income less than $3,000 will have
a 70-percent reduction In taxes. Those
with incomes betveen $5,000 and $7,000
will have their taxes reduced 20 percent.

\Those who make $10,000 to $15,000 will
have a 10 percent reduction. Those mak-
ing $15,000 to $20,000 will have an 8V2
percent decrease. Those making $20,000
to $50,000 will have a 5 percent reduction.
Those with an income of $50,000 to
$100,000 will have a 1 percent reduc-
tion, and those who make over $100,000
will probably be paying more in taxes
than they do today.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure all of us here
would change parts of this bill if we were
given theopportunity to do so. There are
other faults which I have not mentioned.
Nonetheless, I believe this legislation
provides a foundation on which to build
more tax equity in future years and I
intend to vote for it.

I am very hopeful too that President
Nixon will not decide to veto this legisla-
tion. In 1970 the bill will increase the
revenue coming into the Treasury by $6.4
billion and in 1971 there will be a $315
million surplus. If the inflationary im-
pact of this legislation was the Presi-
dent's major concern when he threatened
to yeto it several weeks ago, it seems to
me that this has been taken care of. The
Members of both Houses of Congress,
especially the House Ways and Means
and the Senate Finance Committees, are
to be congratulated for the reforms we
have achieved in this legislation. A veto
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of this measure by the President would
only be a step backwards In efforts to get
as just a tax system as we can for the
people in this Nation.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the
House has overwhelmingly approved the
conference report on the tax reform and
social security legislation with only two
dissenting votes. This measure Is corn-
mendable in that it will grant long over-
due tax relief to most low- and middle-
income taxpayers and will Increase social
security benefits by 15 percent across the
board, effective January 1.

The legislation as finally approved will
tighten up a number of special tax ad-
vantages available to specified Industries
and individuals with certain sources of
income. The end result is that these
groups will be paying more taxes under
the reformed laws. In some cases it is
proper and fair that loopholes be closed,
but at the same time I was not satisfied
that proper consideration had been given
to such features as abolishing the invest-
ment tax credit for small farmers and
changing the tax treatment on Income
derived from employee pension plans.

The procedural rules in effect during
original consideration of the House tax
reform measure precluded floor amend-
ments and therefore prevented individual
House members from amending the bill
to correct the unfair or unwise provisions.
After the Senate passed legislation with
major variations from the House meas-
ure, the conferees hastily compromised
the differences and we were then asked
to approve the conference report less
than a day later after only 2 hours of
debate.

The tax reform legislation has Its
good points, but the entire measure could
have been much better if additional time
had been available to study Its impact on
various sectors of the economy. The op-
portunity for comprehensive review of
the tax system comes along very rarely;
we should Insure that truly wise and
equitable legislation is enacted so that
our hard-working, taxpaying businesses
and individuals will retain their confi-
dence in the fairness of the Federal tax
structure.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, I most
earnestly urge and hope that the House
will promptly and overwhelmingly ac-
cept this compromise conference tax re-
duction and reform report now before us.

Even though It does not eliminate
every loophole, correct every discrimina-
tion, and project the full reductions that
so many of us sponsored and desired, It
still represents the first substantial effort
In a good many years to fundamentally
revise, and reform, our tax system and
redistribute the heavy tax burden being
imposed upon the people of this country.
Let us clearly emphasize that this meas-
ure is not intended to be an ending; it
is only a promising beginning. We know
that it has had the Indication of a pres-
idential veto hanging over it, which we
trust has been averted.

Of course, a copference report, by its
nature, Is an accommodation of a wide
range of differences; such an accommo-
dation Is inevitably and always far from
perfect. However, as it stands, this bill
does represent a responsible, earnest and
long overdue attempt toward placing our
tax system back where it belongs on the

Alaska
Arkansas'
Colorado
D.C.
Florida 10
flhinois
Iansas ULou1'
Maryland
Michigan
MInnesota 11
Nebraska U
New Jersey

New Mexico1'
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon1'
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
Utah U

10

Virginia
Washington U
West Virginia
Wisconsin U
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foundation principle of "ability to pay."
It moves closer to this principle, through
its provisions to remove the Impoverished
from the tax rolls, raise personal. exemp-
tions and deductions, exact heavier taxes
from the very wealthy, restrict special
privileges, lessen the disproportionate
burdens of the middle Income and single
head-of-household taxpayers, and in
general more equitably distribute the
overall tax load.

It is obvious that, under the existing
circumstances, this is the most progres-
sive compromise of all the varied view-
points that can be accomplished. Let us,
then, accept It In that spirit and realiza-
tion, while we pledge to persevere in our
common efforts toward early, further ac-
complishment of urgently needed tax
relief to parents for college tuition and
expenses, to persons over 65 for full med-
ical expenses, to the handicapped, to
small business, and in so many other
areas where extraordinary economic dis-
tress is being unjustly and disproportion-
ately experienced, by both individuals
and organizations.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, at 10
o'clock this morning, we received the
massive conference report on the tax re-
form bill. Some 3 hours later, we began
debate—debate that lasted only 2 hours.

I am distressed that w&were forced
to consider this crash legislation, under
these circumstances. The members of the
conference committee did an admirable
job in informing Congress in detail via
their conference report. But the sad fact
of life Is that only a handful of men, the
House and Senate conferees, have had
the opportunity to develop any expertise
in this, one o the major legislative Items
of the 90th Congress. I recognize and
understand this political reality, but I
cannot say I concur with the principle.

For example, today I spent a large
part of the morning calling tax attorneys,
businessmen, accountants, farmers and
just folks in an attempt to gain deeper
insights into the multifaceted provisions
of the tax reform bill. When the bill was
first voted earlier this year you will re-
call I offered the motion to recommit the
tax bill. My concern then, as it does
now, stems from the alarming fact that
we were not given ample time to analyze
this legislation.

I recailwhen the bill first faced the
House, we were only given 2 or 3
days to investigate a highly technical
document that had taken the committee
months to prepare. The Senate, bycon-
trast, spent almost a month on a measure
that we passed in just days.

I repeat—this is crash legislation and
we were faced with the alternative of
accepting or rejecting major legislation
almost completely on blind faith and
newspaper accounts.

I am pleased that the bill we passed
today is more palatable, in many re-
spects, than either the House or Senate
version. There are trouble areas; some
trouble areas, I suspect, will not surface
until we have the opportunity to really
dig into this bill. Too, this bill within
a year or two may increase government
deficits.

There are certain areas that I think a
better solution could have been found
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and I anticipate that I—and others—will
be offering amendatory legislation at the
first of the next session.

But basically, the bill we passed today
Is a sound compromise. The most telling
arguments for supporting the bill comes
from the provisions giving overdue tax
relief to the middle- and low-income
taxpayers.

Additionally, we instituted substantial
refOrm. Probably we did not go far
enough in some reform measures and
too far iii others.

Perhaps, if we had been allowed more
time, we could have voted a cleaner bill.
But still, this is the first major tax re-
form bill passed by Congress in 50 years.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I am voting for the conference report on
the Tax Reform Act of 1969 but I recog-
nize that it Is a very close question.
Certainly the bill does -contain the dan-
ger of yet greater Inflation. Yet It is
extremely dithcuit to foresee the effect of
this bill in our present inflationary
period,, characterized by some recession-
ary trends. Those most familiar with the
measure disagree as to whether there
will be a net revenue gain to the Govern-
ment In 1970 of $6.5 billion or a net loss
of $8 billion. Similarly, for 1971, some
estimate a revenue gain of $315 million
while others predict a loss of $13.5 bil-
lion. It is simply impossible to predict
with any degree of accuracy what will
happen to the GNP and the net revenue
picture' as a result of this legislation.
However, should the bill prove to be In-
flationary, the administration and the
Congress have a special responsibility to
take appropriate fiscal and monetary
actions to offset this effct.

I would hope, howevër, that such ac-
tions will not Include further reductions
In urgently needed social and urban
programs which are already grossly un-
derfunded. There are other ways for the
administration and the Congress to curb
Federal spending through the reordering
of national priorities—postponement of
an unnecessary SST; meaningful, rather
than token, cuts in the defense budget;
elimination of the ABM, to name just a
few.

There are, however, certain limited
steps toward tax equity In this bill and a
number of flagrant loopholes have been
closed. It was unconscionable that some
155 very wealthy persons paid no tax at
all in prior years; the minimum tax and
list of tax preferences should foreclose
this opportunity. Equally, the decrease in
the oil depletion allowance from 271/2
percent to 22 percent Is a step in the
right direction but far too modest. The
low-income allowance is a long-needed
action to remove the poor from the tax
rolls but there is some question whether
this benefit will be offset by inflation.

In particular, there are benefits in the
tax bill for some middle-income families.
Principally,, their tax obligations will be
somewhat lower as a result of the in-
crease in the personal exemption to $650
this year and ultimately to $750, and
from the increase in the standard deduc-
tion. The provisions affecting deductions
for moving expenses are also broadened
to Include certain other kinds of costs
associated with relocating a family, In-

H 13065

cluding pre-move house hunting, but the
move must now be at least 50 miles from
th'e present location to qualify, instead
of 20 miles as in existing law. Self-em-
ployed persons would be eligible for
moving expenses deductions for the first
time.

Single persons have won a major vic-
tory inthis bill; starting in 1971, certain
single persons over 35 will qualify as
heads of households and their tax rates
will accordingly be adjusted so that they
will be no more than 20 percent above
the tax for married couples with the
same income.

The 15-percent social security increase
is, I believe, also a necessary expenditure.
Perhaps the cost of living has only risen
9 percent since the last social security
increase, but far too many older citizens
live bleak lives, surrounded by malnutri-
tion, ill health and fear, because they
lack adequate incomes.

There are, however, a number of spe-
cial interest provisions in the tax bill
which are cause for some concern. First,
while much can be said from the point
of view of controlling Inflation for re-
pealing the investment tax credit, I think
we should bear In mind its importance to
new plant and equipment In a competi-
tive world inarket.

Second, I am gratified that the law
was left unchanged with regard to gifts
of appreciated stock or personal prop-
erty to educational institutions. To im-
pose an onerous tax burden on gifts of
this nature would have been to jeopard-
ize the future of higher education
which is already in a precarious finan-
cial position and largely dependent on
individual private bequests. I am con-
cerned, however, that while the law af-
fecting gifts of personal property to
charities was left unchanged, a full
charitable deduction can no longer be
taken for the short-term appreciation
on gifts of appreciated property to char-
ity. This action may vitiate the philan-
thropy on which some hospitals and
other social and humanitarian charities
rely, without any evident means of
replacement.

Finally, I am deeply concerned about
the limitations in this bill on founda-
tions. While foundatkons are not im-
mune to some criticism for certain of
their actions, their endeavors In the
main have been excellent, and this bill
is punitive rather than constructive.

In sum, Mr. Speaker, I think that
greater tax equity will be achieved by
the passage of this bill than by its defeat,
although it Is not without some poten-
tially serious inflationary dangers. Stern
measures may yet be required to offset
this danger and there should be no hesi-
tation in applying- them. Lastly, how
ever, let it be clear that a.real job of
major tax reform yet lies ahead, particu-
larly for the middle-income family; the
bill we are approving today is just a
beginning.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, when the
roll is called I suppose I will vote In favor
of the conference report on H.R. 13270.
That should not mean I agree with all of
its provisions. In a separate colloquy with
one of the conferees, the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN) I tried to make
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a record about the changes in tax treat-
ment of income from municipal bonds;
what changes if any were provided for
the taxation of professional service cor-
porations; the tax treatment of the lump
sum distribution of proceeds under em-
ployment pension plans; the require-
ment for the taxation of undistributed
dividends of cooperatives, and the reduc-
tion in the gercentage of taxable ncome
for savings and loans to be exempt as a
reserve for bad debts.

I am grateful for his answers and his
cooperation in attempting to make clear
the provisions of the conference report
on these matters. I recognize that this bill
does have some meritorious provisions.
There is some long needed tax reform.
Some tax iDopholer, have been closed.
There has teen a reduction of the dis-
parity or gap between those that are
taxed on earned income, and those who
seek the enjoyment of tax shelters from
capital gains treatment. I recognize there
has been some important reforms. Cer-
tainly tax equity and fairness are neces-
sary in a vountary system such as ours.

Last summer I was delighted to be
able to call the attention of my people
to tax reforms in the measure we sent
to the other body. In that bill there were
actually some reductions on rates. Now
It comes back to us and about all we
have Is an increase in the er capita
exemption. I doubt if many of us are
happy with the slight increase in these
exemptions but. I know we all recognize
that we can ill afford to operate our
government under large deficits occa-
sioned by the loss of revenues at a time
of Inflation. The House bill, is not infla-
tionary. Through the combination of the
reform and the reduction provisions our
bill will not contribute to inflation. As
much as I would prefer a larger reduction
there is still some tax relief for the
middle-Income groups. Of course every-
one must recognize that we cannot both
Increase personal exemptions and at the
very same time lower the tax rates. Either
procedure is costly in terms of revenue
but both together would create such a
revenue loss as to be unacceptable in
our present fiscal condition. That brings
us down to the hard choice. While the
House provided rate cuts the Senate ver-
sion and the conference report provides
for exemption Increases, and we are
forced to accept the latter.

Mr. Speaker I shall not take the time
to express myself on each of the pro-
visions of the conference report. That
would be impossible. I received a copy
of the report barely just a few hours
before the House considered this vo-
luminous tax bill. YoL will recall the bill
which passed the Hquse several months
ago contained 363 pages. The Senate bill
contained 600 pages. Today, by an ex-
traordinary relaxation of House rules we
will have 2 hours for explanation of this
bill instead of the usual 1 hour. Then as
representatives of the people we are ex-
pected to cast an enlightened vote.

Let us not forget that back in Augmt
we debated a bill in this House which
contained more sweeping changes in our
ty law than at any time since 1913.
Even that debate took place under a rule
which barred the rank and file of the
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members from offering any amendments
to the bill.

Only last week we passed an Impor-
tant bill to adjust the social security
benefits for our older citizens in the de-
clining years of their lives. We were al-
lowed to debate that bill for 40 minutes
under a procedure which barred the of-
fering of amendments. Today we con-
sider these two bills combined as one
and once again we will have only one
vote—"yes" or "no"—.-on final passage.

Mr. Speaker this kind of a situation
demonstrates the crying need for some
congressional reorganization or congres-
sional reform. Perhaps it is impossible in
a body as large as ours that each member
should be permitted to offer multiple
amendments but at least there should
be a rule for separate roll call votes on
a limited number of motions to recom-
mit with instructions, or else some other
parliamentary procedure which will give
us a chance to express ourselves. We de-
serve more than to have to swallow this
whole package without an expression of
our displeasure at some of Its provisions.
True, it Is a complex and complicated
bill. Yet, we should have a chance to
show our constituents how we stand on
the more important provisions when the
roll is called. As it is we are denied that
prerogative.

To say what we have just said is not
to lessen our confidence in the Great
Ways and Means Committee. But neither
is it to say that 410 Members of the
House who are not members of that com-
mittee are incapable of making reason-
able recommendations to be incorpor-
ated in tax legislation. Over on the other
end of the Cajtol the other body en-
joyed virtual carte blanche on the legis-
lation we now debate. One of the East-
ern papers said they had "fun" with the
bill and they went "wild" with their
changes. But at least they had the right
to make the changes. We the Members
of the House of Representatives or the
body closest to the people and most an-
swerable to them have only the right of
giving this conference report either the
rubber stamp approval or vote it down.
If we routinely adopt this conference
report then we are surrendering rights
and to a degree abdicate our responsibil-
ities to the country. On the other hand
if we vote the conference report down
then the benefits in the form of tax re-
form, tax breaks for the disadvantaged,
and increases in payments to social se-
curity beneficiaries may be indefinitely
postponed or denied.

It is interesting to note in the limited
time that I have had to examine the
conference, report, that the agreement
of the conferees followed the Senate
amendments 111 times. That means in
111 instances this bill was written over
in the other body in spite of article I
section VII of the Constitution which
clearly states bills to raise revenue shall
originate in the House. If we approve
this conference report today then we
are put in a position of leg1slatlng after
the fact in an area of responsibility
specifically reserved to this body by the
Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, I have said before and
let me repeat at this point the way we
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are proceeding today is no way to legis-
late upon such an Important subject as
taxes, The House actually provided a
percentage reduction In the tax table In
the bill which we passed. But now we
see substituted for that a woefuly made-.
quate increase in personal exemption.
It makes you wonder what effort was
made to relieve the tax burden on middle
Income America. Today under the prés-
ent rules of the House governing con-
sideration of tax bills and conference
reports we must accept this slight relief
or get nothing at all.

If there was oem reason I would vote
against this bill it is because it makes
the burden heavier which our small
family farmer must bear. For that mat-
ter, it makes the burden for the small
businessman heavier because of the
elimination of the 7-percent investment
tax credit. This percentage of invest-
ment credit was one of the few things
left for our family farmer. Now that has
been taken away. it is even possible that
to offset the small savings due to the
new rates when considered against the
loss of the investment credit repeal,
there could be no tax relief at all for our
farmers, ranchers and small business-
men. Certainly this will be true in 1970
although there could be reductions in
the years to follow.

In the bill which we must approve or
disapprove after 2 hours of debate with
all of its massive provisions, we find
those who had the special privilege to
write our tax legislation have ordained
that the surtax will be continued at 5
percent through next June 30. I have
already voted against the surtax upon
at least four or perhaps five occasions. I
wish lt were possible to vote against It
again without sacrificing the benefits
contained in this bill.

Finally, we come to social security.
The bill does provide for a 15-percent
Increase in benefits pa.il to social secu-
rity annuitants. I approve of that 15-
percent increase. Last May I introduced
my own bill which would grant an across-
the-board increase of 15 percent. In my
bill these increases would apply to the
first quarter following the enactment of
the bill. In other words, my proposal
would have gone into effect last July 1
granting at least six additional months
benefits. My bill would ha been less
miserl by increasing minimum benefits
to $80 instead of $64. My bill would have
protected the elderly against erosion
from inflation by carrying a provision
for automatic increases in benefits when
the cost of living rose 1 percent for 3
consecutive months,

It may be repetition but I repeat once
again when we get a printed copy of a
conference report just a matter of 3
to 4 hours before we have to vote on that
conference report the only conclusion
can be this is no way to run a railroad.
Certainly there should be a rule included
in whatever congressional reorganization
or reform that we enact in the future
that such a conference report cannot be
finally considered until at least 5 days
after a printed copy Is In the hands of
Members.

I recall so weil my vote against the
gag rule when we considered the House
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version of this bill last August. I appeared
before the Rules Committee urging at
least a modified closed rule. I recognize Abenethy

[Roll No. 351]
YEAS—381

Dlggs Karen

Quie Sdhwengel Vander Jafl
Quillen Scott Vanik
Railsback Sebelius Vigorito
Randall Shipley Waggoaner

the Ways and -Meahs Committee have
their specialists and staff technicians but
the time should never come when the
general,membership of the House has to
accept the work of the members of this
committee or their staff on faith alone.

As we come to vote on this conference
report we are faced once again with the
hard fact of having to swallow the surtax.
On the other hand, this conference re-
port provides increased benefits for about
25,000,000 of our older and most deserv-
ing citizens. If we oppose this increase
because of our• abhorrence to the surtax
or if we vote against the conference re-
port because of its shabby treatment of
our family farmers or the new and ]ess
than fair treatment of lump sum dis-
tributees of pension funds and the dam-
age done to our small businessmen for
loss of their investment credit then of
course we have to vote against the
benefits for our 25 inillion deserving
senior citizens. The truth is there is not
enough time left to explain to these folks
why we had to oppose their new benefits
just to try to do tax justice to a few
others.

For those who may think that y
know all the provisions In this 346-page
conference report let me respectfully
suggest that in all likelihood just before
the next congressional election someone
will raise an embarrassing question that
may be hard to explain.

If there is one way to describe the sit-
nation that many find ourselves, in as
we come to a vote on this massive meas
tire, It Is to say we are all held hostage
because of the long-over-due and richly
deserved social security increases for our
25,000,000 senior citizens. There are some
benefits in the conference report but not
nearly enough in tax reform or tax re-
duction. To accept these shortcomings is
the ransom that we must pay for being
held hostage because of the social secu-
rity increases. Such a situation today
should provide' the strongest reason for
congressional reorganization tO give the
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Addabbo
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Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Anderson;

Tenn.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashley
Aspinall
Ayres
Baring
Barrett
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bell, Calif.
Bennett
Betts
Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Biock
Brooks
Brbomfteld
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, NC.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton Calif.
Burton, Utah
Bush
Button
Byrne, Pa.
By;nes, Wis.
Cabell
Camp
Carter
Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Dingell
Donohue
Don
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Ewards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, 0010.
Fallon
Fascell
Feighan
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald B.
Ford,

William D.
Foreman
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galiflanakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.

Kee
Keith
King
Kieppe
Kluczynski
Koch
Kuykendall
Kyl
Kyros
Landrum
Langen
Latta
Leggett
Lennon
Lloyd
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
Lujan
Lukens
Mccarthy
McCloskey
McClure
McCulloch
McDade
McDonald,

Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McKneauy
McMillan
Macdonald,

Mass.
MacGregor
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Marsh
Mathias
Matsunaga
May
Mayne
Meeds
Meicher
Meskili
Michel
Mlkva
Miller, Ohio
Mills
Minish
Mink
Minshail
Mire
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morton
Mosher
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher

Rarick Shriver Waldie
Reid, Ill. Skubits Wampler
Reid, N.Y. Slack Watson
Reuss Smith, Iowa watts
Rhodes Smith, N.Y. weicker
Riegle Snyder Whalen
Rivers Springer Whalley
Roberts Stafford White
Robison Staggers Whitehurst
Rodino Stanton Whitten
Roe Steed Widnall
Rogers, Cob. Steiger, Ariz. Wiggins
Rogers, Fla. Steiger, Wis. Williams
Rooney, N.Y. Stokes Wilson, Bob
Rooney, Pa. Stratton Wilson,
Rosenthal Stubblefield charles H.
Roth Stuckey Winn
Roudebush Symington Wold
Roybal Taft Wolff
Ruppe Taylor Wyatt
Ruth Teague, Calif. Wydler
Ryan Thompson, Ga. Wylie
St Germain Thompson, N.J. Wyman
St. Onge Thomson, Wis. Yates
Satterfield Tiernan Yatron
Saylor Tunney Young
Schadeberg Udall Zablocki
Scherle Uflman zion
Scheuer Utt Zwach
Scbneebeli van Deerlin

NAYS-.--2
Ashbrook Landgrebe

NOT VOTING—50
Abbitt Evins, Tenn. Moss
Andrews. Ala. Farbstein O'Neal, Ga.
Andrews, Findley Poage

N. Dak. Goldwater Powell
Berry Green, Oreg. Rees
Bevill Griffiths Reifel
Bolling Hall Rostenkowski
Brown, Ohio Harvey Sandman
Caffery Robert Sikes
cahill Hull Sisk
Carey Kirwan Smith, Calif.
Celler Lipscomb Stephens
Collier McClory Sullivan
colmer Martin Talcott
Conyers Miller, Calif. Teague, Tex,
Dawson Montgomery Watkins
Edwards. Calif. Morse Wright

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The Clerk announced the following
palrs:

Jir. Robert with Mr. Hall.
Mr. Moss with Mr. Berry.
Mr. Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Brown

of Ohio.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Martin.
Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Collier.

Members of the House a few of the rights
enjoyed by the other body.

Mr. MILLS: Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous 'question on the conference re-
port

.
The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the conference report.
The question was taken, and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum Is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evident-
ly a quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 381, nays 2, not voting 50,
as follows':

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Clevebalid
Cohelan
Collins
Conable
Conte
Corbett
Corman
Coughbin
Cowger
Cramer
Crane
Culver
Cunningham
Daddario
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de is Garza
Delaney
Delienback
Denney
Dennis
Dent
Derwineki
Devine
Dickinson

Harrington
,Harsha
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hungat
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson,' Pa.
Jonas
Jonas, Ala.
Jones, NC.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Kastenmeier

Nedzi
Nelsen,
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Konski
Olsen
O'Neill, Mass.
Ottinger
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Phrlbin
Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Podell
Poff
Pollock
Preyer, NC.
Price, Ill,
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark,
Pucinski
Purcell

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Watkins.
Mr. Morse with Mr. Edwards of California.
Mr. Celler with Mr. cahill.
Mr. Wright with Mr. Findley.
Mr. Montgomery with Mr. Reifel.
Mr. Sandman with Mr. Colmer.
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. McCbory.
Mr Sisk with Mr. Smith of California.
Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Tabcott.
Mr. Andrews of North Dakota with Mr.

Miller of California.
Mr. Sikes with Mr. Goldwater.
Mr. Carey with Mr. Harvey.
Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Lipscomb.
Mr. Stephens with Mr. Caffery.
Mr. Bevill with Mr. Abbitt.
Mr. Farbstein with Mr. Conyers.
Mr. Kir,wan with Mr. Powell.
Mr. Roes with Mr: Dawson
Mr. O'Neal of Georgia with Mr. HulL

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.
A motion to reconsider W9S laid on

the table.
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GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members desiring
to do so may have 5 legislative days In
which to revise and extend their remarks
in the RECORD just prior to the vote on
the conference report, and to include ex-
traneous materiaL

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

There was nD objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. BROWS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

take this time to indicate that I just
missed the vote on the tax reform
measure, because I was in the television
gallery making a tape on how I voted on
the tax reform measure. I would like to
state that had I been present and not
making that tape, I would have voted in
favor of the tax reform measure.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. TALCOT1'. Mr. Speaker, on the

vote on the tax reform bill H.R. 13270,
which was just concluded, I was un-
avoidably detained, so I did not vote, but
if I had been here I would have voted
"yea."
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THE TAX BILL

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am in-
formed that the House has agreed to the
conference report on the tax-reform bill
and that the papers will come to the Sen-
ate very shortly. That being the case, I
think I shall present a statement on the
conference report at this time and call up
the conference report when it arrives.

Shortly after this session of the Con-
gress began, the hue and cry for tax re-
form reached Its peak. The Congress
responded in full. It has taken this entire
session for both Houses of the Congress
to complete action on this bill. Although
a year may seem like a long period of
time, it is incredible that a bill so com-
prehensive has been completed in the
space of 1 year.

The usual course on a measure of this
sort is for the House to pass it one year
and for the Senate to pass it the following
year. Considering the fact that this is
virtually a redrafting of the Internal
Revenue Code as far as income taxes are
concerned, as well as a major social se-
curity bill, as well as extension of major
excise taxes, one may say that Congress
has acted in about one-half the time it
normally would take for a revenue bill
of this breadth and significance.

In discussing the conference report, I
want to direct your attention initially to
the tax-relief provisions and the fiscal
implications of the bill.

As all Senators know, the bill whi'h
the Senate passed increased personal
exemptions from $600 to $800. I fought
hard for the Senate provision, as that
was my responsibility as a Senate con-
feree, even though I voted against the
proposal in the Finance Committee and
on the Senate floor.

The Senate conferees prevailed at the
end, and the conference agreed to raisine
the personal exemption to $750. I am
proud to say that we were able to retain
three-quarters of the Senate-approved
$200 increase. In achieving this result,
the conference significantly shifted the
major share of tax relief to the low- and
middle-income taxpayers. The confer-
ence bill distributes 87 percent of the net
tax reduction to the income levels below
$15,000. Actually, because of other fea-
tures, this gives a slightly larger share
of the net tax reduction to those taxpay-
ers than the 85.9 percent provided in the
Senate bill.

The major share of the credit for our
success in retaining this provision be-
longs to the senior Senator of Tennessee,
my good friend, ALBERT GORE. He intro-
duced the provision for an $800 exemp-
tion during the Finance Committee's ex-
ecutive session, where he lost by a tie
vote. Then he brought it to the Senate
floor where his powers of persuasion con-
vinced a majority of Senators to put the
provision in the bill. In the conference,
he directed his persuasive powers to the
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House conferees, and he won them over
to his side.

The Senate conferees did agree to a
slower rate of Increase in the exemption.
This concession, however, was made in
the face of the obvious fiscal needs of the
Federal Government. The Senate con-
ferees saw no choice other than spread-
jug the increased personal exemption
more gradually over a 4-year period.

The theme of fiscal responsibility dom-
inated the discussion. It was vitally im-
portant that the conference produce a
bill that showed surpluses in the first 2
years' and as small a deficit as possible
in the third year. Those years are criti-
cal In the fight against the inflationary
pressures that still persist In the
economy.

The fiscal responsibility in the confer-
ence agreement is evident if the Senators
examine the figures. In the conference
bill, there is a net surplus of $6.5 billion
in 1970. This is the result of the tax-
reform provisions, the extension of the
income tax surcharge and excise taxes,
and moderation in the amount of tax
relief provided in 1970. Even in 1971
there is a surplus of some $293 million.
While this may be a small surplus, it is
a significant revision from the $4.8 bil-
lion deficit in 1971 in the bill passed by
the Senate. Although the bill still shows a
deficit in 1972 of $1.8 billion, this too is
a substantial reduction from the $6.3
billion deficit in the Senate bill.

Another measure of the substantial
degree of fiscal restraint represented In
the conference bill can be seen by com-
paring It with the administration's pro-
gram presented by the Secretary of the
Treasury to the Finance Committee this
fall. The administration's proposals
showed a net surplus of $7.1 billion for
1970; the $6.5 billion in the conference
report comes close to this, representing a
difference of less than $600 million. In
1971, the Secretary's program showed a
net surplus of $615 million, while the
conference bill has a net surplus of $293
million—a difference of only $322 mil-
lion.

The most significant fact, however, is
the comparison of the figures for 1972.
The conference report actually shows a
deficit of $1.8 billion in 1972, which is
$480 million below the $2.3 billion deficit
in the administration's proposals. This
means for the 3-year period the differ-
ence in the fiscal impact of the confer-
ence report and the administration's pro-
posal is less than $500 million.

Let me turn now to a brief examination
of the major relief provisions in the con-
ference agreement. The Senate bill pro-
vided a minimum standard deduction
that would become a fiat $1,000 per tax
return in 1971. That is also the final level
reached in the conference report.

The Senate bill also assured that single
persons would pay an income tax no more
than 20 percent above the tax paid by a
married couple with the same taxable in-
come. That, too, the Senators will find
iii the conference report.

One feature of the House bill carried
over to the conference agreement was an
increase in the standard deduction that
reaches its maximum level in a 3-year
period. This was removed by the Senate
when it adopted the Gore amendment
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without much specific consideration. The
discussion at that time was largely on
the question of the relative merits of the
personal exemption increases and the
rate cuts.

Actually, this provision complements
the $750 personal exemption and $1,000
minimum standard deduction in simpli-
fying the filing of an income tax return
by taxpayers with relatively low Incomes.
Presently, many of these taxpayers find
it necessary to go through the laborious
process of keeping records to itemize
their deductions. A standard deduction
of 15 percent, with a ceiling of $2,000,
coupled with the minimum standard de-
duction, means that many taxpayers will
be able to shift to the simpler standard
deduction—some 11 million taxpayers.

For the relatively smail additional rev-
enue cost of $1.6 billion, it will be pos-
sible under these provisions for us to
increase from 58 percent to 73 percent
the portion of our taxpayers using the
simple standard deduction.

The final feature of the conference
agreement in the area of tax relief may
be viewed by some with mixed feelings.
However, the House conferees were in-
sistent on the adoption of the maximum
tax rate on earned income that was in the
House bill and which had been deleted
by the Finance Committee. They viewed
it as essential, in view of the absence of
all other rate reductions. Senators
should note, however, that this is sub-
stantially different from the House ver-
sion, since the income subject to this
preference is reduced by all of a taxpay-
er's tax preferences over $30,000.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre-

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
13270) to reform the income tax laws.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 15071) to
continue for 2 additional years the duty-
free status of certain gifts by members
of the Armed Forces serving in combat
zones, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate.

TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I submit a
report of the committee of conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on the amendment of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 13270) to reform the income
tax laws. I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the informatioh of
the Senate.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of today.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. LONG. Moreover, there are char-
acteristics of the maximum tax that even
the most robust tax reformer should ad-
mire. By limiting the maximum tax rate
applied to earned income to 50 percent—
beginning in 1972—the high-income tax-
payer who is willing to forego the bene-
fits of tax preferences, is encouraged, as
his income rises, to continue devoting his
energies to productive pursuits—rather
than to a search for tax shelters—by the
opportunity to retain half of his earned
income. The Senate conferees were per-
suaded that this provision would sub-
stantially decrease the inducement for
these taxpayers to waste their energies
in seeking tax shelters.

Let me turn now to the tax reform
measures which after all took most of
the time in conference. The conferees
spent about 45 hours in conference last
week—including 'one session which be-
gan at 9:30 in the morning and lasted
until 3 a.m. the next morning. About 40
of those hours were devoted to the tax
reform provisions. I want to discuss now
with the Senators the major features of
the compromises we ironed out in these
areas.

In the private foundation area, most
of the Senate measures were preserved.
First, the conference preserved the Sen-
ate provision requiring foundations to
pay out annually- an amount equal to at
least 6 - percent of the value of their
assets.

Second, the House bill contained strict
stock divestiture rules that applied to ex-
isting foundations as well as those estab-
lished in the future. The Senate amend-
ment, however, reduced the severity of
the rules that applied to existing founda-
tions, and the conference retained much
of the Senate rules In this respect.

Both the Senate md the House bills
levied taxes on foundations, the Senate
primarily to defray the costs of annual
audits of foundations and their activ-
ities. The purpose of the audit is to as-
sure that all foundations, without excep-
tion, act in conformance with their ex-
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empt purposes. The audit-fee tax of the
Senate bill after the first year would
have equalled about 2 percent of invest-
ment income. The House, on the other
hand, would have imposed a 7 -percent
tax on foundation income. Obviously,
they were interested in something more
than an audit-fee tax. The conference
agreed upon a 4-percent excise tax
measured on income which is much
closer in this respect to the Senate ver-
Sian than to the House version.

In the area of charitable contribu-
tions, the Senators will be glad to learn
that the Senate conferees succeeded in
preserving the Senate provisions relating
to gifts of tangible personal property to
such exempt organizations as museums.
The House bill would have taxed the ap-
preciated value of such gifts as paint-
ings, art objects, and collections of
books, and as a result would have sub-
stantially discouraged them. The House
receded with respect to this provision
with an amendment limiting the gifts
qualifying in this manner to those re-
lated to the exempt function of the donee
institutions.

In the area of charitable contributions
of estates and trusts, the Senate con-
ferees also prevailed with respect to vir-
tually all of the Senate amendments.
These amendments restored the deduc-
tion for income of trusts and estates set
aside for charity. They also restored the
deduction for investment pool arrange-
ments bnder which the public charity
pays the donor the income attributed
to the value of the contribution for his
life so long as the pool accumulates capi-
tal gains for the benefit of charity.

In the area of farm losses, the Senate
conferees prevailed with respect to all
but one of the amendments on this sub-
ject. Under firm resistance from the
House conferees, the Senate conferees
agreed to the House provision that re-
quires an excess deductions account for
farm losses in excess of $25,000 for tax-
payers who receive more than $50,000 of
nonfarm income. The House conferees
preferred their provision because it
makes the full deduction available cur-
rently and only later converts capital
gains into ordinary income. I am sorry
we did not p:revail on this because I think
we had the simpler and more logical
provision, but we can consider reviving
this in the future.

The Senate deleted from the House bill
a provision that would have limited the
deduction for interest expenses to an
amount equal to the sum of the taxpay-
ers net investment income, long-term
capital gains and an additional $25,000.
The House conferees were quite insistent
on this provision, so we had to compro-
mise our differences. Instead of being de-
nied the interest expense deduction when
it exceeds the limit placed in the House
bill, the taxpayer will continue to be able
to deduct 50 percent of this excess. More-
over, this does not go into effect until
after 1971. The conferees also agreed to
other ameliorating amendments in this
area.

The Senate minimum tax provision
was preserved largely intact. Only minor
modifications were made. I am glad to
say the House receded from its compli-

cated proposals for a limit on tax prefer-
ences and allocation of deductions. The
conference accepted a tax of 10 percent
on income preferences reduced by a
$30,000 exemption and Federal taxes.

As to the tax preferences under this
tax, they are largely the same as under
the Senate bill. We did make some im-
provements, however. Interest expenses
in excess of net investment income, for
example, will be removed from the tax
preference base in 1972 when the limit
on the deductibility of the interest ex-
pense goes into effect. Accelerated de-
preciation on net leases will not be a tax
preference item for corporations, but it
will continue in the preference income
base for individuals. Intangible drilling
expenses also were deleted from the base
for the minimum tax, but the excess of
depletion over cost remains as a source
of preference income. The seven other
items in the Senate base for the prefer-
ence income tax were accepted by the
conference.

In the general area of capital gains,
the Senate conferees preserved most of
the Senate's provisions. We refused to
go along with any extension of the hold-
ing period and preserved an important
part of the alternative' tax. We yielded
some ground in this area but the con-
ference report keeps the 25-percent al-
ternative rate for the first $50,000• of
capital gains. Moreover, by going along
with the House and including capital
gains in income averaging, we prevented
much of the hardship which can arise
where large amounts of capital gains
are realized in single year.

The Senate and the House tightened
the provisions relating to accumulation
trusts, and I think it is safe to say they
no longer will be useful instruments for
tax avoidance. Probably most important,
the amendment added by the Senate was
preserved; namely, that relating to capi-
tal gains although it wa's necessary for
us to yield on the interest charge on de-
ferred tax payments,

Controlled groups of multiple corpo-
rations also lose their opportunities for
tax avoidance through multiple use of
surtax exemptions. The major differ-
ences between the Senate and House
bills were the length of the transition
period affecting the elimination of the
surtax exemption. This difference was
compromised, and the transition period
will begin in 1970 and end in 1975—1
year later than provided in the Senate
bill.

In the area of corporate mergers, the
Senate modified considerably the harsher
aspects of the House provision. The Sen-
ate conferees did recede With respect to
the House provision that would disallow
the interest deduction when the ratio of
debt to equity of the acquiring corpora-
tion is more than 2 to 1 and where earn-
ings are not expected to be at least three
times the annual interest expense. How-
ever, the earnings to interest ratio rule
was modified to recogni,ze the fact that
interest charges can be paid out of de-
preciation charges as well as earnings.
Moreover, the Senate amendments to
the remaining provisions in the section
on corporate mergers were preserved. —

The House provision on the taxation of

stock dividends was retained. Transi-
tional rules are available under limited
conditions but a corporation will not lose
the benefit of these rules if it issues any
type of stock under a conversion right
contained in other stock which it was
permitted to issue under these rules.

The subject of foreign tax credits also
was one of the difficult ones for the con-
ferees to resolve. However, the Senate
conferees succeeded In retaining the more
important provision—one that continues
the offset of losses incurred abroad
against domestic income. The conference
did, however, comprise the provision re-
garding excess foreign tax credits arising
from depletion deductions. The new pro-
vision contains most of the character-
istics that the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. PR0xMIRE) sought to introduce with
his floor amendment.

Financial institutions represented an-
other area of compromise. The Senate
provision that reduced the reserves for
bad debts of commercial banks to 1.8 per-
ment of eligible loans was preserved for
the first 6 years. After that time, the
level provided by the House bill will be
reached in two steps at 6-year intervals.
As a result, only after 18 years will the
commercial banks be required to base
their reserves upon their actual experi-
ence. The gradual transition certainly
should allow commercial banks to adjust
to the treatment generally applicable to
other taxpayers without disruption to
their activities.

Additions to bad debt reserves of mu-
tual savings banks and savings and loan
associations also were revised, and the
conference agreement here, too, reflects
a compromise position. Both types of
savings institutions will be required to
compute their allowable bad debt reserve
as a percentage of taxable income. Pres-
ent law permits a reserve based on 60
percent of taxable income, and the con-
ference reduced this percentage to 40
percent which must be reached gradu-
ally over a 10-year period. The Senate
had reduced the percentage to 50 percent
over 4 years and the House to 30 per-
cent in a 10-year period. Both versions
of the bill eliminate the choice of Corn--
puting the bad debt reserve as 3 percent
of qualifying real property loans.

Both versions of the bill terminate the
present treatment of capital gains and
losses on bonds held by financial in-
stitutions after transition periods of dif-
ferent lengths. The conferees found a
compromise position that provides a
significantly more desirable transition
procedure. Present law will apply to capi-
tal gains and losses orf bonds that ac-
crued between the time of acquisition
and the effective date of the provision.
This portion of the capital gain will be
measured as the proportion that the time
between acquisition date and effective
date is of the time between acquisition
date and date of maturity. The portion
of capital gains and losses that accrue
after the effective date will be treated as
ordinary income.

The Senate conferees preserved the es-
sential feature of the Senate version of
the bill as it affects the depreciation al-
lowed regulated industries. The Senate
bill would permit a regulated utility to
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shift to straight-line depreciation, or
possibly normalization from the flow-
through method of depreciation for all
its facilities without permission of the
utility within 180 days after enactment.
The conference report accepts that prin-
ciple but applies it only to new facilities
that increase the capacity of the utility
to serve its customers. All but one of the
remaining Senate amendments were pre-
served.

In the area of percentage depletion, as
Senators might suspect, there were prob-
lems in resolving our differences. At the
end, I think, the Senate conferees suc-
ceeded in preserving the major charac-
teristics of the natural resource provi-
sions of the Senate bill. Apart from oil
and gas, which were reduced from 27½
percent to 22 percent, the conference re-
duced percentage depletion rates in two
categories by only 1 percentage point. All
the others remained unchanged. Natural
resources which presently receive a 23-
percent depletion allowance will receive
a 22-percent depletion allowance in the
future. Oil and gas wells now are also
included in this category. The conference
also restored the 22-percent depletion
allowance for foreign deposits of oil and
gas.

Minerals presently receiving a 15-per-
cent depletion allowance will be reduced
to 14 percent, except for five mineral's
where the depletion rate was not in con-
ference becaues the House had earlier
decided that these possessed certain crit-
icai characteristics. These are gold,
silver, oil shale, copper, and iron ore
from domestic deposits.

The House conferees also agreed to
the Senate provision permitting percent-
age depletion on minerals taken from
saline perennial lakes—but of course do
not intend that any inference as to pres-
ent law be drawn from this action.

The Senate conferees did, however,
yield on the two Senate amendments
which would have increased the 50-per-
cent income limitation for gold, silver,
and copper to 70 percent and to 65 per-
cent for relatively small-scale producers
of oil and gas. The Senate conferees re-
gretted having to recede with •respect
to these provisions, but the House mem-
bers were unwilling to raise the net
Income limitation above 50 percent.

The House conferees Insisted on tax-
ing distributions from qualified pension
plans as ordinary income to the extent
they represented compensation paid
directly by the employer. An averaging
provision was restored to the bill, how-
ever, that permits averaging over a 7-
year period of the portion of the distri-
bution subject to taxation. Actually, the
pensioner with modest distributions will
find his taxes reduced below present law
treatment.

The floor amendments by Senators
SPARKMAN and TOWER with respect to
real estate depreciation were the major
issues in conference in the area of de-
preciation. While the Senate conferees
found it necessary to accent modifica-
tions of these amendments, they pre-
served the significant provisions that it
is hoped will encourage increased invest-
ment in housing. The conference repárt
allows 125 percent. declining balance de-
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preciation on used residential housing
with a remaining useful life of 20 years
or more. Where the House bill provides
for full, recapture of the excess of accel-
erated depreciation over straight-line de-
preciation with respect to all real prop-
erty, the Senate conferees limited the
recapture on residential property that
has been held more than 100 months.

The Senate's recognition of the pres-
ent critical state of the municipal bond
market prevailed in the conference. The
House with considerable reluctance re-
ceded from its provision for a subsidy on
the voluntary issue of taxable bonds by
State and local governments. In order
to avoid further upsets in the municipal
bond market, the conference also agreed
to delete the provision that requires per-
sons who receive interest on tax-exempt
bonds to file an information return. The
conference also preserved the Senate ver-
sion of the provision relating to arbitrage
bonds, with only a minor amendment.

In the conference, the House con-
ferees refused to consider any exceptions
to repeal of the investment credit. They
insisted that the repeal be absolute and
further objected on the grounds that the
floor amendments by Senators HARTKE
and STEVENS would lose too much rev-
enue at a time when revenue is critical
for the anti-inflationary policy.

The Senate conferees preserved all but
one of its transition amendments, how-
ever. Instead of the House provision
which decreases the investment tax
credit on a month-by-month basis for
equipment placed in service after 1971,
the conference provides that the credit
will be available for eligible property
placed in service before 1976 without this
phaseout.

All of the four provisions providing for
rapid amortization were preserved. The
Senate versions of the amortization of
pollution control facilities was accepted
by the conference without amendment.
The 5-year amortFzation for the rail-
roads also was changed significantly by
the Senate but was accepted with only
one amendment; namely, that limiting
50-year amortization to expenses for
railroad grading and tunnel 'bores in-
curred on or after January 1, 1969. The
rehabilitation expenditures for housing
had not been changed by the Senate.
Senator COOPER'S floor amendment to
provide 5-year amortization for certified
coal mine safety equipment was incor-
porated into the conference bill with a
termination date of January 1, 1975.

Senators will remember that many
floor amendments were added to the
bill. The Senate conferees were success-
ful in preserving many of them—in fact,
an unexpectedly large number. There are
too many to be discussed separately, so
I shall try only to highlight a few of
them.

Many of the additional income tax pro-
visions also were accepted, but unfortu-
nately several with substantial merit
could not be preserved because they
would have increased the revenue loss in
the bill far beyond responsible limits.
Among the provisions deleted for this
reason were the removal on deductions
for medical expenses and medicines for
taxpayers 65 years or over and the tax
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credit for college tuition and fees. The
provision for deduction of transporta-
tion expenses of the handicapped was
deleted because the conferees were given
information that State rehabilitation
agencies are starting programs to meet
these problems. The Senate provision
to put an end to the ability of corpora-
tions to engage in tax-free exchange of
appreciated property for their own stock
and our provision in general was pie-
served.

Furthermore, we were successful in
having the amendments by the Senate
making the Tax Court a legislative court
and authorizing a small claims division
in the Tax Court retained without
amendment. This is something for which
many of us have fought long and hard.

Authorization for the President to im-
pose import quotas and other nontariff
limitations on imports from countries
that discriminate against U.S. exports
was deleted from the bill. The House con-
ferees insisted that this provision was not
germane to the objective of tax reform,
and stated that the subject will be con-
sidered by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee when other legislation dealing
with tariffs and import legislation is be-
ing considered.

The conferees agreed to a 15-percent
social security benefit increase with a $64
minimum benefit, compared to a $100
minimum benefit in the Senate bill. The
increase would be effective January 1970,
but because of the time required to proc-
ess the increase, the first check with the
higher amount will be sent early in April.
Another check mailed in April will in-
clude the increases not included in the
earlier checks.

The House was adamant in its refusal
to accept the $100 minimum benefit we
voted on in the Senate. They explained
that they intended to consider this mat-
ter along with many other proposals af-
fecting the social security program as
their first order of business during the
next session of Congress. For the same
reason, they refused to accept the Senate
amendment to lower from 62 to 60 the
age of eligibility for social security bene-
fits following a Presidential proclama-
tion.

We were able to get the House con-
ferees to agree to important provisions,
based on a Senate amendment, which
will insure that those social security
beneficiaries who also receive public as-
sistance will get some benefit from the
social security increase. About 1.4 mil-
lion welfare recipients also receive social
security benefits.

First, the conferees agreed to require
States, in determining need for welfare,
to disregard the retroactive social secur-
ity increase check mailed to benficiaries
in April.

Second, the States will be required, in
determining need for welfare payments
to the aged, blind and disabled, to dis-
regard $4 of the social security increase
during April, May, and June 1970. This
will allow time for the Congress to con-
sider more comprehensive changes in
the welfare programs.

Under the conference agreement, al-
most all States will realize sufficient wel-
fare savings from the social security
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increase to raise payments to assistance
recipients who do not get social security
by $4 a month. The conferees would hope
that all States would do so.

Mr. President, this completes the sum-
mary of the conference report. It has
been long, but this is inevitable when we
are considering the most important tax
bill in the decade. In my opinion, this is
a fine bill and it represents comprehen-
sive tax reform. Hardly a major tax
preference remains untouched. Interest
income from tax-exempt municipal
bonds is the only exception, but in the
case of this provision other serious con-
siderations a:re involved.

Congress began this session intent upon
tax reform. That objective has been real-
ized. I urge the Senate to adopt this
conference report.

I want to pay my highest respect to
the Senators who served as conferees on
this important tax reform bill. They de-
fended the position of the Senate vigor-
ously, and on those occasions when we
had to recede, it was generally done re-
luctantly.

The major amendment in conference,
as well as a number of others are prop-
erly referred to as the Gore amendments.
So much so that it would be fair to refer
to the Senate version of the bill as the
Gore bill. His approach of cutting taxes
by increasing the personal exemption
rather than by reducing rates was ac-
cepted by the House conferees. Most of
the Gore amendment remains in the
conference report. Knowing as I do how
jealously the House conferees look after
House amendments in our conferences
with them, [ can appreciate more than
most people how significant it was that
no serious thought was given to reviving
the House approach of tax reductions
through rate changes.

The junior Senator from Georgia (Mr.
TALMADGE) was particularly helpful and
persuasive in resolving most of the more
difficult problems in the bill. His contri-
bution is always significant, whether it
comes on the Senate floor or in com-
mittee sessicns. He is an invaluable asset
to the committee.

I regret that Senator ANDERSON, who
was named as a conferee on this bill, was
ill and unable to attend the conference.
However, he was consulted with respect
to a number of compromises being
worked out, and he advised me that he
approved of the confrence agreement
that was worked out.

Senator ANDERSON has always been a
stalwart in our conferences, and I must
say that I personally missed him very
much this year. I am pleased that he has
endorsed the conference agreement that
we have before us today.

I would be remiss if I failed to recog-
nize the tremendous contributions of the
senior Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Senator BENI'tETT led the Senate
Republican members in conference, and
I might say that without his excellent
cooperation, it would not have been pos-
sible for us to get this conference report
back to the Senate in a single week.
Senator BENNETT was always well pre-
pared to deal with every problem raised
in the conference, and he dealt with
them in the best tradition of Senate
conferees.

I want to also applaud the tremendous
effort by the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
CuRTIs), and the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MILLER). Tley approached their work on
this conference with a dedication un-
matched by new conferees on a major tax
bill at anytime in my recollection. Time
and again they added materially to the
discussions on the various provisions of
this most intricate bill, and I might say
that the bill we have before us today is
a better bill because of their contribu-
tions. In addition, I must note the im-
portance of the efforts of Senator MILLER
to make the minimum tax more equita-
ble. That the bill presently contains a
minimum tax. His suggestion was a sub-
stantial improvement of the minimum
tax as originally reported.

It has been a long time since I haye
seen Senate conferees stand as united as
this group of conferees did on the tax re-
form bill. The Senate can and should be
very proud of the work that they did and
of the compromise that they have worked
out.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the lat-
est program of tax reform and tax re-
duction has now come to the Senate
for what I am sure will be the last and
final step in a process that began more
than a year ago in the House. I hope
the Senate will take that step by ap-
proving the conference report now be-
fore us and do it without prolonged
debate.

This bill, like every other major tax
legislation, has certain inevitable weak-
nesses.

First, it does not create even-handed
equity for every taxpayer—no tax bill
ever does—and if that Ideal could con-
ceivably be met for the day a new tax
law went into effect, its equality would
soOn break down under the pressure of
economic change and the ingenuity of
smart tax lawyers.

This is a "Robin Hood" bill—it takes
from the rich and gives to the poor,
with the middle income groups, as usual,
in the middle. It accomplishes the seem-
ingly impossible when it increases the
benefits to the unmarried taxpayer, and
to the one with a large family at the
same time. By increasing the standard
deduction, it gives a bigger tax break to
the person who avoids home and com-
munity responsibility and who makes no
actual deductible contributions rather
than to encourage home ownership and
charitable generosity. Its tax reductions
benefit the consumer while some of its
tax reforms penalize the investor and
producer who supply the jobs on which
the consumers support themselves.

But these inequities were not the
product of the conference. In some form
or other these were built into the bill
in the earlier legislative steps and par-
ticularly by what the Senate did to it
here on the floor. The conference version
now before us is much better balanced
than the Senate bill—thank heaven.

Second, all of us should be deeply con-
cerned about the potential effect of the
final tax bill and the current fight to
control inflation—particularly In the
near future.

In September, when the Senate Fi-
nance Committee began its work, Treas-
ury sked for a bill that would produce

$3.1 billion new revenue for fiscal 1970.
This bill, which will produce $2.1 billion,
will be $1 billion short. But the Senate-
passed bill would have been $4 billion
short and created a critically dangerous
inflationary force.

The Treasury's September recom-
mendations would have led to a half -mil-
lion deficit for fiscal 1971. That year's
deficit under the Senate's version would
have been $8.3 billion—and made further
inflation almost irresistible. The 1971
shortfall, under the conference bill,
is estimated to be $2 billion—large, but
livable.

When we look at 1972, the Treasury's
expected September deficit of $6.5 billion
is slightly higher than the conference
version's $6.1 billion, but only half as
much as the Senate estimated loss of
$12.9 billion.

By the end of fiscal 1972, the Treasury
was prepared for a net shortfall of $3.9
billion. The Senate-passed bill would
have increased that more than five times,
to $22.1 billion. The conference bill holds
it to $6 billion—an increase of 50 per-
cent instead of the 350 percent In the
Senate-passed bill.

All the figures I have quoted include
the social security increase, and are
Treasury estimates which take into ac-
count the growth in the economy. In this
respect, they differ from the figures in
the report which do not take growth into
account. Estimated on the no-growth
basis, the 3-year effect of the conference
bill would be a revenue plus of a little less
than $5 billion—as against a revenue loss
of a little more than $8 billion for the
Senate bill.

To restate the differences as totals for
the 3-year period 1970 to 1972, inclu-
sive—when growth is not considered—
the Senate bill would have produced
about $14 billion less than the confer-
ence bill. With the Treasury's growth es-
timate included, the difference would
rise to about $16 billion, but either loss
of revenue would have -had catastrophic
results.

The chairman, the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Mr. LONG) , has given us an excel-
lent general overview of the features of
the conference bill so there is no need
for me to add to his presentation, except
to make the obvious comments that some
taxpayers will think it is better than the
House or Senate bills. Others will think it
worse. Because the Finance Committee
held hearings on the House bill, it was
able to write many amendments which
strengthened and clarified the intent of
the House bill. The conference kept
nearly all of these amendments. On dif-
ferences of broad policy, the inevitable
conference process of adjustment and
compromise operated and the resulting
revenue pattern shows that here the
House prevailed moi'e often than the
Senate.

But, most important of all, most of the
more than 50 hours of conference were
marked with earnest objectivity whose
value in the long run may temper the
pOlitical motivations that seem to be
inescapable even In a tax bill.

Even though every one of us can find
things iii this bill he does not like and,
therefore, can rationalize a vote against
the report, each of us can also find off-
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setting proposals he can support. For me,
the positive values overbalance those
I would criticize, and I will vote for the
bill, knowing that this is not the first tax
bill the Congress has considered nor will
it be the last.

The things in the bill which we do not
like and which some of us feel may turn
out to be serious and dangerous policies
will probably be the reason for the next
tax-reform bill somewhere down the
road,

I hope that my colleagues will take the
same position so that the report can be
adopted quickly.
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TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 13270) to
reform the income tax laws.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. Iyield.
Mr. FULERIGHT Mr. President, I

compliment the Senator from Louisiana,
the chairman of the Committee on Fi-
nance, of which I have the honor to be a
junior member, upon bringing back to
the Senate a bill which I believe is excel-
lent. In view of the great difficulties•
which have been encountered In this
matter, not only recently but also earlier
this year, on controversial matters, I
think the Senator from Louisiana has
done a first-rate job. I compliment him
on his patience and ingenuity and what-
ever else it takes to get a bill through this
body and a conference with the House.

While I am on this subject, I want to
say that when I think about the difficul-
ties we had earlier this year, in July and
August, with regard to the extension of
the surtax and tying it in with this bill,
I believe the judgment of the majority
leader in holding it up until we got the
tax reform bill contributed greatly to
the satisfactory result we now have be-
fore us; and I do not anticipate that
there will be any serious question about
it.

I am sure there nevcr has been a tax
bill with which everyone has been happy.
Everyone is touched by it. There is a nat-
ural tendency for everyone to feel that
someone else should pay his taxes, or
more than he pays. I did not support a
number of measures in this bill for vari-
ous reasons, some a matter of judgment,
some a matter of interest to one's con-
stituents—all these matters go into
making up the various judgments we
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make; but, on the whole, while it has
many compromises in it, I believe it is a
first-rate bill.

I should like to ask the Senator from
Louisiana about one minor matter.1 sent
it to the committee. It so happens that
this matter does not affect my constitu-
ency. It is purely a labor of love, because
my wife happened to play a part in the
local thrift shop. Will the Senator allow
me to ask one or two questions?

Mr. LONG. Yes.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ask the Senator

whether the conference report contains
an amendment by the Senate affecting
the taxation of organizations, such as
thrift shops, which sell merchandise re-
ceived as gifts or contributions. Al the
Senator knows, all profits from the
Thrift Shop in the District of Columbia
inure to the benefit of Children's Hospi-
tal, St. John's Child Development Cen-
ter, Columbia Hospital, the Hospital for
Sick Children, and the Child Health Cen-
ter—all of which are charitable institu-
tions in the District of Columbia. This
amendment is discussed on page 70 of the
Finance Committee report on H,R. 13270.

Would the Senator comment upon the
effect which this amendment may have
upon tax liability of such organizations
in prior years?

When I introduced this amendment at
the request of the local charitable or-
ganization, I intended it to be effective
not only for future years, but also to af-
fect, I think, the last 4 years in which this
liability was suggested. They never before
believed that they were subject to it at
all.

Am I correct in believing that this
amendment corrects an unintended re-
sult of existing law, and to this extent
has a retroactive effect?

Mr. LONG. The provision by its terms
is not retroactive, but I think it Is clear
that Congress believes prior law should
be interpreted as covering this situation.
I would hope that the Treasury would
apply our rule to the past as well as the
future.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator.
This certainly was my intention in in-
troducing it. Since this Thrift Shop is
run entirely by voluntary services and
these gifts are made by anybody, it cer-
tainly would be a great disservice, I think,
to all those institutions if it were not
interpreted as the Senator believes it
was intended it should be; and I hope
that the Treasury will follow that advice.

I appreciate the Senator's assurances,
and I know that those who volunteer
their services and make gifts to the
Thrift Shop, as well as those who benefit
by these contributions, will be grateful.

Mr. MAGNIJSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FULERIGHT. I yield.
Mr. MAGNUSON. I am a director of

the Goodwill Industries. They get vari-
ous articles and put them together and
make them workable, and then sell them
for charitable purposes. Would it apply
to that organization?

Mr. LONG. There is nothing In this bill
that adversely affects the Goodwill In-
dustties.

Mr. MAGNTJSON. I mean that type of
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agency—such as the Salvation Army and
Goodwill Industries.

Mr. FULBRIGFr. I think the distinc-
tion Is this: If Children's Hospital itself
engaged in this activity alone, it never
would have arisen. The difficulty has been
caused because this particular agency
services four children's hospitals—and
this has created In the mind of one of
the employees of the Treasury what I
consider an imagined difference which
has caused him to make this adverse
ruling. I do not think it was intended by
Congress, as the Senator from Louisiana
has said; and while that is a formal dis-
tinction, it is not a substantive one, in
my view.

Mr. LONG. It does not apply to the
situation suggested by the Senator from
Washington.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I congratulate the
Senator from Louisiana and the other
members of the conference. I think they
have worked under unusual difficulties.
They have reached a very equitable re-
sult, and I think the country will bene-
fit greatly by it.

Mr. LONG. In behalf of myself and
the other members of the conference, I
thank the Senator from Arkansas for
his gracious comments.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am

indeed happy to support the adoption of
the conference report on the tax reform
bill, which may now truthfully be re-
ferred to as a tax reform measure rather
than a tax relief bilL I congratulate
warmly all the conferees from both
Houses, headed by the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG) and
the distinguished Representative from
Arkansas (Mr. MILLs) on the very fine
and completely necessary pruning job
which they did on the bill as it passed
the Senate after having been loaded
down by many hurtful floor amendments.

In particular, I am happy to note that
instead of heavily reducing revenue for
the fiscal years 1970 and 1971, the most
critical years as we fight inflation, as was
done by the bill which passed the Senate,
the conference bill actuailr increases
revenue for both of those critical years.
As reported from the conference, and as
shown in the report by the staff of the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
Taxation, dated December 22, 1969, on
revenue estimates relating to the House,
Senate, and conference version of H.R.
13270, Tax Reform Act of 1969, the bill
shows actual increases in revenue by
$6479 billion for 1970 and $293 millioh
for 1971. In addition, the conference bill
cuts off some reductions in revenue voted
on the Senate floor which would have
been large and hurtful in years following
1971.

Likewise, the conference bill reduces
very, greatly the loss that would have
come from the so-called Gore amend-
ment--which would have raised the per-
sonal exemption for 1970 from the exist-
ing level of $600 to $700 and for 1971 to
$800—in the following way: The confer-
ence bill increases the personal exemp-
tion by $50 beginning July 1, 1970, which
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is further increased to $700 for 1972 and
by an additional $50, to $750, for 1973.
This action accomplished the needed re-
duction from the amounts included in
the so-called Gore amendment, which I
opposed, and the needed reduction from
the so-called Percy amendment, which I
also opposed. The conference committee
is to be especially commended for their
action in this important field. I am glad
that we will have an increase in personal
exemptions-the first since 1948, which
I strongly supported—but I am particu-
larly relieved that the increase is not so
large or so immediate as to bring disas-
ter to our fiscal situation.

So far as the 15-percent increase in
the.sqcial security payments is involved,
the conference committee is to be com-
mended for deleting from the Senate ac-
tion on this subject the amendmenti
which were voted on the Senate floor by
which the total amount of social security
payments would have been sizably in-
creased beyond 15 percent. I am glad
that as a result of the action of the con-
ference committee those many citizens
who receive social security will receive
an added 15 percent to their current pay-
ments after January 1, 1970, which in-
crease is in an amount that can be justi-
fied without doing damage to the pool
from which social security payments are
made.

May I also express my appreciation to
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana, the distinguished Senator from
Utah, and our other conferees because
they retained the two modest amend-
ments which I offered during debate, one
of importance to our citrus industry, not
only in the State of Florida but also in
Texas, Arizona, and California, and the
other that prohibits levying on that part
of a taxpayer's earnings, required by
judgment of a court of competent juris-
diction, entered prior to the levy by the
Internal Revenue Service, to contribute
to the support of his minor children.

It is a pleasure indeed to be able to
vote for this important measure, because
of the very fine work that has been done
by the conference committee in correct-
ing most of the unsound actions that
were taken on the floor of the Senate.
The hard-working conferees are entitled
to the grateful thanks of our entire
Nation for a hard job splendidly per-
formed.

I thank our conferees warmly.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the Tax

Reform Act of 1969 has been passed by
the House of Representatives by a vote
of 381 to 2.

As one of the conferees who signed the
report, I believe that, on balance, this re-
port should be agreed to by the Senate.

In a bill running some 550 pages in
length, it Is understandable that each of
us would approve many Items while, at
the same time, be opposed to others, One
has to balance the good with the bad and
make a judgment on which weighs more
favorably.

The two items on which I believe the
Congress has fallen down the worst are:
First, the increase in the personal ex-
emption from $600 to $750—phased in
over several years, with an effective in-
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crease for 1970 of $25. The Increase Is
to $650 effective July 1, whIch means a
$25 Increasefor the year as a whole; and
second, the 15-percent increase In social
security benefits without also providing
an automatic increase in cost of living to
protect our social security recipients
from the hardship of future inflation, if
it occurs.

As I pointed out on the Senate floor
during debate on the bill, increases In
the personal exemption give wealthy,
high tax bracket taxpayers the major tax
benefits; while those in the low income
tax bracket receive relatively small tax
benefits. Thus, the $25 Increase in the
exemption for calendar year 1970 will
give a person in the 15-percent tax
bracket a tax oenefit of $3.75 per exemp-
tion; whereas the person in a 70 percent
tax bracket will receive a tax benefit of
$17.50 per exemption. When the increase
from $600 to $750 becomes effective In
1972, the low-income person in a 15-per-
cent tax bracket would receive a tax
benefit of $112.50 per exemption; whereas
the person in a 70-percent tax bracket
will receive a tax benefit of $525 per
exemption.

This is regressive taxation, and at the
time a majority of my colleagues voted
for the so-called Gore amendment, I
warned that they were, in effect, voting
themselves a pay increase, because, on
an average, Senators are in a 50-percent
tax bracket. This means that under
present law, with a $600 exemption, they
receive a tax benefit of $300 per exemp-
tion; and with a $750 exemption, they
would receive a $375 tax benefit.

For this reason, Mr. President, I wish
to serve notice that I shall be trying with
all my power to persuade the Congress
to repeal the Gore amendment, before
1972 and to have this obsolete, unfair
personal exemption replaced with either
a tax credit, which will give every child
in this country, whether in a .10w-income
family or a high-income family, equal
recognition in the eyes of the tax law;
or have a ceiling placed on the tax bene-
fit which flow from the personal exemp-
tion. I might add that if this were done,
we could save over $1 billion of revenue
loss which will arise when the Gore
amendment is fully implemented; and
that revenue loss could well be used for
higher priority items such as increases
for education or for tax credits for col-
lege education expenses, and the like.

For years, those in control of the Con-
gress have engaged in political gim-
mickry with our older Americans receiv-
Ing social security benefits. First they run
our Federal Government billions of dol-
lars deeper into debt. This lays a founda-
tion for inflation which shrinks the pur-
chasing power of the dollar and puts
social security recipients in a hardship
condition. Then, usually In an election
year, those in control of the Congress
vote increases in social security benefits
to "relieve" t:he hardship they, them-
selves, have created; and hope that our
older Americans will respond favorably
at the polls. Meanwhile, between the last
social security benefit increase and the
new one, these older people have had
billions of dollars in purchasing power
taken away from their social security
checks.
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The way to handle this situation is to
stop making political footballs out of our
older Americans and to provide in the
law for an automatic increase In social
security benefits—'and Railroad Retire-
ment Act benefits—to meet increases in
the cost of living, so that if there is in-
flation, these people will be protected
from it. This is what the Congress did for
civil service retirees in 1962, and I have
introduced legislation to do this for so-
cial security and Railroad Retirement Act
beneficiaries in every Congress since that
time. This proposal was unanimously
adopted by the platform committee of
the National Republican Party in Miami
in August 1968, and was approved by the
convention. In turn, President Nixon en-
dorsed the proposal and requested Con-
gress for a 10-percent Increase In social
security benefits plus the automatic cost
of living increase provision. Instead, our
Democratic friends, who control the Con-
gress, insisted on a 15-percent increase—
although 10 percent was all that was
needed to offset inflation which has oc-
curred since the last benefit Increase—
and no automatic cost of living increase
provision. Apparently our older' Ameri-
cans must continue to look forward to
being political footballs.

I wish to serve notice that I shall keep
trying to have the automatic cost of liv-
Ing increase provision put into the social
security and railroad retirement laws.

Apart from these two serious defects
in the Tax Reform Act of 1969, as pres-
ently before us in the conference report,
there are numerous improvements in the
tax law. This bill contains the greatest
tax reform ever written into a bill since
our income tax laws were placed on the
books. Numerous tax loopholes and tax
minimization or tax avoidance provisions
in the law have either. been eliminated or
considerably reduced, thus providing a
much more fair overall base against
which to apply the income tax—both in-
dividual and corporation. Some of these
reform provisions may well have gone too
far, and, if they have, the average tax-
payer, who is also the average consumer,
will find that consumer costs will in-
crease. But overall, we now have the
fairest base for the income tax in history.

This is a most important considera-
tion, because if Congress has gone too
far in revenue losing, tax relief action,
we may be faced with a need to resort to
another surcharge in 1971 or 1972 to
prevent budget deficits and put a stop to
inflation and high interest rates. If this
should happen, the surcharge would be
applied against a much fairer tax base
than has been the case with the 10-per-
cent surcharge. Indeed, the 5-percent
surcharge which continues for the next
6 months will apply to a fairer tax base
than has heretofore been the case.

My order of priorities this year has
been to have a modest tax reduction for
those in the low- and middle-income
groups and to have sufficient revenue
pickup from the tax reform bill to enable
us to do more for education, health,
hunger and malnutrition, and other
pressing national needs. Instead,4hose in
control of the Congress have placed first
priority on—not modest tax relief but,
In my opinion, excessive tax relief, and
second priority for expanded Federal
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programs for education, health, hunger
and malnutrition, and other pressing na-
tional needs.

Those who voted for the Gore amerd-
ment; for example, should fully realize
and be held accountable for this order-
Ing of priorities. And it will not do for
them to say that we can do both without
inflation and high interest rates, because
this is just repeating the old "guns and
butter" economic philosophy of the pre-
vious administration which brought on
the inflation and high interest rates our
people now suffer from.

Finally, I think the American people
should appreciate the terrible time limits
placed upon the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, the conference committee, arid
the staffs of the Finance Committee, the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
Taxation, and the staff of tax experts
from the Treasury Department. Anyone
familiar with the deeply complex tax
field knows that all of these people should
have had ,at least twice as much time as
they did to get the job done. In this
respect, there will undoubtedly appear
some defects in the bill which would not
have occurred had there been more time
for analysis and reflection. Under the
circumstances, however, an almost Im-
possible task has been accomplished.

I am gratified that the conference
accepted by minimum income tax ap-
proach, which my colleagues In the Sen-
ate so strongly supported. It is relatively
simple and will go a long way in making
sure that high income individuals will
pay substantial Federal tax to support
the operations of their Federal Govern-
ment. As we know, Interest from tax-
exempt bonds issued by States, munic-
ipalities, and school districts is not
included in the list of tax preferences
for purposes of the minimum income tax.
This resulted from the overwhelming
opposition by the Governors of the 50
States, the mayors, and county commis-
sioners, and other affected organizations.
It was pointed out that to tax these
securities would force these governments
to increase the. interest yield which, in
turn, would force an increase in property
taxes needed to pay holders of the secu-
rities, Moreover, by making some changes
in the Federal estate ta.x law later on, I
believe we can probably make up for this
deficiency in the income tax law. Aside
from this, however, tax preferences will
not enable people to escape paying tax.

Bearing these observations in mind, I
hope my colleaques will join with me in
voting for the conference report.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I intend to
vote for the conference report and I shall
do so gladly just as I voted for the bill
that the Finance Committee brought be-
fore the Senate when we passed it and
sent it to conference.

I wish to commend the chairman of the
Finance Committee and its members,
especially the. conferees who sat in the
conference with the House in a most
difficult situation.

Besides the two very complex bills to
be brought together,.each about as thick
as a small telephone book, the conunit-
tee was also laboring under pressure of
time and the threat of a veto which had
been issued. As a matter of fact, some
Members of this body have Indicated
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that they would support a veto. So
that the conferees were under great pres-
sure. For them to labor as well and as
long and diligently as they did, and then
to come out with a conference report of
this kind, is a great accomplishment
and I compliment them.

Mr. President, I think that the bill
which has been achieved is a great step
forward.

It has been said, and I repeat, that
this is of course the greatest overhaul we
have ever made of the Federal income
tax structure since it was instituted in
1913. It is a monumental overhaul. Those
who have chosen to say that this is a
do-nothing Congress are answered elo-
quently in just this bill alone. Had this
Congress accomplished nothing but the
enactment of this bill, the 91st Congress
would have gained a reputation for being
an effective Congress—certainly not a
do-nothing Congress in that sense of the
word.

I invite the attention of the Senate to
the wisdom of the leadership of the ma-
jority leader in insisting, earlier in the
session, that we proceed to consider tax
reform this session, when the surtax was
sent up to us with the President request-
ing the extension. He asked, and many
supported him, that we should proceed
with the surtax, and put off until next
year, perhaps long thereafter, study of
the question of tax reform; but the
majority leader said that we will pro-
ceed with tax reform at the same time
we proceed with the surtax extension.
That was done.

What we have done has been to ex-
tend the surtax. The second part of it is
contained in the conference report. We
have achieved a good measure of tax re-
form. I suppose every Senator would
write the bill a little bit differently if he
had the chance to do so. What we have
had to do is operate in a legislative situa-
tion, with many sources of input, many
objections, and many pressures; and of
course we are a bicameral legislature,
and thus we deal with the other body
and with its points of view. But out of all
this has come a bill that does give tax
relief to those who are most in need of it.
We have plugged up some of the loop-
holes and done away with some of the
inequities. The bill will bring in addi-
tional revenue to the Treasury Depart-
ment, especially in the short term when
it is so unportant, as we have been told,
in trying to control inflation.

Finally, it seems to me that two of the
great changes made by amendment on
the floor of the Senate have remained in
the bill and they are of the greatest im-
portance.

One is the 15-percent increase in so-
cial security benefits effective the first
day of January 1970. In view of the con-
tinued inflation we are having, this is
certainly overdue. We did not have to
wait until April 1. We did not have to
scale it down to 10 percent. We gave the
relief in this bill, and that was put in by
amendment here on the Senate floor.

The other thing is the amendment of
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE).
It has been modified somewhat by the
conference report, but here is a measure
of tax relief that people will understand
and will feel directly and immediately.

I compliment the Senator from Ten-
nessee most highly for having stayed
with his amendment, the Senate for
adopting it, and the conference for keep-
ing it in large part in the bill. It makes
it a much better bill.

I think that was a great overhauling
of the tax structure.

I agree with other Senators that much
still has to be done. Certainly we will
have an opportunity in future sessions
to look at particular parts of the bill, but
this has been a great effort made to un-
derstand, analyze, and improve the over-
all tax structure. I hope we can continue
to improve it, to make it more equitable,
to bring in the funds needed for this
great government, and to accomplish
with that a more balanced and equitable
financial picture for all our citizens.

So I gladly support the conference re-
port. I compliment those who have
brought it up to this stage.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MOSS. I yield.
Mr. PASTORE. I wish to associate my-

self with every single word that has just
been uttered by our distinguished col-
league from Utah, and to emphasize at
this juncture that I think the efforts of
the Policy Committee, under the able
leadership of our distinguished majority
leader, did in fact pay off. He insisted
at that time that we would not consider
a further extension of the surtax unless
that extension was coupled with and ac-
companied by tax reform; that if we al-
lowed that occasion to pass, we might
never reach the day when we would re-
form our tax structure.

I am very glad to join Senator Moss
in the observations he made in con-
gratulating the conferees for the splendid
job they did, under tiring and trying
circumstances, and also to congratulate
the majority leader, who took the very,
very affirmative position that, if the
American taxpayer was to carry further
the burden of the surtax, he should also
have a reformation of the tax structure.

I commend the Senator for the state-
ment he has made.

Mr. MOSS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, first I en-

dorse what the distinguished Senators
from Utah and Rhode Island have said
about the conference report that is be-
fore us this afternoon. I In particular
want to compliment the chairman of the
Finance Committee and the other mem-
bers of the committee, on both sides of
the aisle, for the work which they have
done in bringing forward today the bill
which is before us for our final action.

As chairman of the Parks and Recre-
ation Subcommittee of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, I have some
familiarity with the establishment and
creation of park and recreation areas,
lakeshores, and seashores throughout the
United States.

I have discussed this matter prelimi-
narily with the distinguished chairman
of the Finance Committee. In the final
version of the tax bill as a result of the
conference, which now, of course, has
been acted upon favorably by the House
of Representatives and is now before us
for action, there is section 4945(e), which

deals with the taxation of foundations
attempting to influence legislation.

The act establishing the National Park
Foundation permits the donation of land,
money, or other assets to the Foundation
to obtain park properties which are
needed for park purposes and donating
or selling them to the National Park
Service prior to authorization by the
Congress in order to prevent escalating
land costs.

Concern has been expressed that ac-
quisition of lands or facilities by any
governmental agency for the establish-
ment, enlarging, or improving of public
parks or recreational facilities and ac-
quiring, preserving, or restoring historic
properties through an organization such
as the National Park Foundation could
constitute lobbying.

This, in my judgment, would be the
wrong interpretation. If it were so, it

would adversely affect our parks and rec-
reation programs in many areas of the
country. Just recently, I may say to my
distinguished seat mate in the front row,
the Senator from Florida (Mr. HOLLAND),
we used this act to acquire lands in the
Everglades to round out some holdings.
We have not acquired all of them yet.
We have successfully used this founda-
tion in other similar situations.

So the question I would like to ask
the distinguished chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee is as follows: Is there
anything in the National Park Founda-
tion operation which would be frustrated
by the bill coming out of conference,
which is before us today, which would
adversely affect our parks and our rec-
reation programs?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this matter
was discussed by the the conferees and
they felt the bill would not affect the
present practice. The bill restricts activ-
ity relating to legislation, and it has no
effect on executive departments engaged
in the purchasing of park lands. The fact
that the department must get a legisla-
tive authorization and appropriation does
not alter the fact that the actual pur-
chase is purely an executive, not a legis-
lative, action.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to make that legislative record.
I think it conforms with the practice. I
could not believe there would be any-
thing in this foundation section of the
tax bill that would be adversely con-
strued with respect to acquiring park
and recreation areas throughout the Na-
tion. I appreciate not only the attention
which the conferees paid to this mat-
ter, but the answer which the Senator
from Louisiana has given.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I would
like to take this opportunity to speak
for a few minutes on the Tax Reform
Act of 1969.

First of all, I think it is important for
the American people to know, as the
members of this body know, that there
would have been no Tax Reform of 1969
if it had not been for the distinguished
majorityleader of the Senate (Mr. MANs-
FIELD), who refused to go along with
pressure from enumerable sources, in-
cluding the administration, earlier this
year, when they wished to repeal the
investment credit tax without any ta'
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reform for 1;he Amencan taxçayer as a
whole.

When Senator MANSFIELD made the
decision to hold solid for a tax reform
for all of the citizens of the United
States, he made this final tax reform
proposal possible.

I think that the work of the distin-
guished chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee, Senator RUSSELL LONG, who
held long hours of hearings from August
through October, when the bill was re-
ported, is a great- credit to him and to
the Finance Committee.

I thnk the distinguished chairman of
the House Ways and Means Committee,
Mr. WILBUR MILLS, who provided the
leadership 00 the other side, will long be
remembered and appreciated.

I certainly concur in the words of the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), who said
that if the first session of the 91st Con-
gress had clone nothing else but pass
appropriations bills and pass this Tax
Reform Act, the American people would
have had a substantial piece of legisla-
tion accomplished in this session.

There has been some criticism on some
fronts that this legislation is inflationary.
I challenge the editorial of the New York
Times and other statements. They seem
to forget that the President of the Unit-
ed States campaigned on a platform of
reepal of the surtax; that it has always
been his position to repeal the surtax;
that we are talkin' about a dollar and
cents position of the Federal Treasury,
based on the President's own statements,
reqeusts and campaign pledges.

If the President, in his wisdom, decides
that we need a surtax, certainly the aver-
age American taxpayer is far better off if
the surtax is based on a fair, across-the-
board sharing and apportionment of tax-
es in this coutry, which will be achieved
under this conference report, rather than
under a hodgepodge of deductions and
exclusions and special situations which
the present tax law holds.

I pay tri'ute, Mr. President, to the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee.
All the rhetoric of the minority leader
and his speech writers to the contrary
notwithstanding, there is but one prin-
cipal reason why the average American
taxpayer will benefit so greatly from this
tax reform bill, and that is the prodigious
effort made by the Senator from Tennes-
see to do away with the administration-
back proposal, debated on this floor—
which would have allocated more than 25
percent of all the tax relief in the bill
to those making more than $20,000 a
year—and to reallocate the benefits of
the tax reduction where they should go;
namely, to the midle-income and aver-
age American taxpayers who pull the tax
load in this Nation.

It was Senator GORES amendment
which went to conference, not the sub-
stitute amendment turned back by a vote
of some 72 to 12 on this floor. It was
Senator GORE'S amendment which pro-
vided the basis of relief for the average
American taxpayer.

In behalf of the average so-called sil-
ent American taxpayer in Maryland, Sen-
ator GORE, we thank you. We think this
bill is a great step forward. I think that
the electorate of America, if for no oth-

er reason, should be proud of this ses-
sion of the 91st Congress because of this
tax reform bill.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. I am delighted to yield
to the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. MONTOYA. I join the Senator
from Maryland and the Senator from
Utah in what they have said concern-
ing the great part played by the Senator
from Tennessee, and the great effort put
forth and the great leadership supplied
by the Senator from Louisiana. I am par-
ticularly proud of the fact that I joined
the Senator from Tennessee in offering
his amendment, and I am also very happy
because of the fact that a substantial
part of the amendment prevailed in the
conference.

I wish to compliment also the members
of the Committee on Finance for the
arduous labor they exerted in bringing
forth a piece of meaningful legislation
which now culminates in meaningful tax
reform. This was a most difficult task,
amidst an atmosphere of misconception
by many people. Many times the various
members of the Committee espoused sec-
tional or geographical concerns, only to
have their motives impugned. Others
nianifested concern with other items of
personal significance or sympathy, such
as the foundations, the arts, the f arm-
ers. or the students. We here in the Sen-
ate exercised our option to act independ-
ently of the other body, as we should
have. We had the power to amend, a priv-
ilege that did not exist for the House
of Representatives, because of the long-
enduring custom of presenting genera
tax legislation in the House of Represen-
tatives under a closed rule, which pro-
hibits the offering of amendments from
the floor. That account,s for the great
variance between the actions of the re-
spected House of Congress which was the
case with respect to these tax reform
measures. But that was the parlia-
mentary process working in its truest
form.

The conference ironed out the dispari-
ties and variances and, in the final stage
of the process, we are presented with a
piece of legislation which will stand as a
hallmark of this Congress. I applaud
these efforts and these results. All Amer-
icans should realize that we have made
a great start, and I wish to say, by way
of further emphasis, that the Senator
from Tennessee, as has been said by the
Senator from Maryland, faced the am-
munition here in this Chamber, and he
imposed a determination on this body
by representing to us that the American
people wanted some tax reform in the
way of additional exemptions. He artic-
ulated his position, and he won out, and
most of the Senate went with him. He
deserves the great credit that is due him
for having played a substantial part in
the benefits that will be derived by the
taxpayers of America out of this great
piece of legislation.

As for the chairman of the Committee
on Finance, he followed the suggestions
made by the Senate, upon recommenda-
tion of the majority leader, that he call
his committee to order and that he work
day and night to try to bring about leg-

islation before a certain date. He did
work hard, and so did the members of
his committee; and from his committee
came a significant piece of legislation.
But that did not foreclose us from work-
ing our will as individual Senators, and
then obtaining a collective measure in
this body.

That is what this process is all about,
and I congratulate the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Finance
and all his colleagues on that committee
for carrying it out so well.

Mr. STENNI. Mr. President, I shall
not detain the Senate but a few minutes,
I wish to express my very profound ap-
preciation to the members of the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate, and, of
course, the members of the House Ways
and Means Committee as well; but I per-
sonally know about what the members of
the Senate Finance Committee did. I
think they have rendered a truly great
service to our country, and one that was
long overdue but one that will render
benefits for a long, long time.

I wish to po.int out also, at least for
the RECORD, the tremendous amount of
work the committee members did on this
bill, day after day, night after night,
week after week, which culminated in the
conference committee work, which I un-
derstand sometimes ran until 3 or 4
o'clock in the morning. Such work passes
unnoticed by the press and by most of
the people. There is but one thing that
would cause members to engage in such
toil; and that is true and genuine dedica-
tion to duty on a hard, dry subject that
is praiseless in nature. No bands will he
marching and singing songs dedicated to
those gentlemen; but they have rendered
a great service to their country. Every-
one is indebted to them and appreciates
it very much.

This is a subject I have never gotten
into. I do not understand the technical
phases of taxation. But I do realize what
it means for the economy. I have not
voted for many of the tax reductions that
have been made over the years. One rea-
son is that they have passed up a group
of people that I have thought is entitled
to the most relief in the form of in-
creased personal exemptions. When I
first ran for the Senate, I promised that
I would try to raise the $600 exemption.
I told the people that I would seek to
have the exemption increased. I meant it.
I tried to do it, I voted for it many times,
but always it was lost in conference; the
tax relief went off in another direction
to another group.

But now we have really gotten down to
the fellow who counts, those who feel it,
and will appreciate it, too.

I commend the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. GORE). I do not
know what has been stated earlier, but
he made the difference for success in this
personal exemption increase. He opened
up the fight; he opened the door with his
persistence and his skill in debate. I
know something about his skill in debate,
because I have had some of it displayed
against me. So I appreciate the skillful
way he handled his subject and fought
for the increase in personal exemptions
to the end, causing it to survive the
conference.
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The committee had much good help
in bringing back the report fiom con-
ference. I am proud of our friend
from Louisiana (Mr. LONG), who
reached a pinnacle in the way he handled
the bill in the Senate. I have been con-
cerned about the bill. His thoroughness,
his energy, his knowledge, and his per-
sistence have paid off.

I have the privilege to sit across the
aisle from the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS). I know
that he has worked hard on the bill, as
has, alsot the ranking Republican mem-
ber of the committee, the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMs), and also my
special friend from Utah (Mr. BENNETT).
I have spoken often with the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE) about the
bill and order of his work and contribu-
tion. I have personal knowledge of what
all of them have done. I mention them
because of my personal contact with
them. We are grateful to them and to
all other members of the committee.

As I have said, I feel that the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. GORE) made the
difference on the bill so far as personal
exemption increases are concerned. He
fought on behalf of a group of people
who have long been overlooked.

Some of these reforms will make a new
start and an approach nearer to justice
for that great body of people in our so-
ciety who are the backbone of sup-
port for our churches, schools, and
communities.

As one Member, and as a citizen, I am
most appreciative.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. lam glad to yield.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish to join the

Senator from Mississippi. I said a few
words a moment ago, but I wish to join
him especially in his commendation of
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE),
who carried the greatest burden in the
matter of increasing exemptions.

I also wish to pa.y particular tribute to
the members of the staff. Mr. Wood-
worth, of the joint committee, and his
associate, Mr. Vail, of the committee staff,
really bore an even greater physical bur-
den in the amount of work they did. The
committee could not have functioned at
all without their extraordinary knowl-
edge of the substantive matter, because
there is no bill that I have ever been as-
sociated with that is more complex and
more difficult for Senators who have not
had special training in this area to grasp
than a tax bill. Therefore, the staff is all
the more important.

I did not want to let this opportunity
pass without paying tribute to Mr. Wood-
ruff and to his very good assistants, in-
cluding Mr. Vail. They have done a great
job in helping the chairman and the
other members of the committee.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I join
in the tributes paid to the members of
the staff. So many of our committees
have received great assistance from the
staff members. I have said that the Sen-
ate moves on the wheels, as it were, sup-
plied by the assistance that the staff
members have given us.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If it moves in the
right direction, it does.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I join in
the comments that have been made here.
I particularly want, as a member of the
Finance Committee, to commend the dis-
tinguished chairm'an, the Senator from
Louisiana.

I told him the other day, while com-
miserating with him after 2 or 3 days of
conference, what the senior Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MCCARTHY) told
me when he and I were talking about how
long we had been involved in the bill this
year. Senator McCARTHY said this expe-
rience reminded him of what Tommy
Gibbons had said after going 15 rounds
with Jack Dempsey. He said "I never got
so tired of looking at one man in my life."

I think that is h'ow the Senator from
Louisiana must have felt after going
through the lengthy hearings, the exec-
utive sessions in which we had the mark-
up of the bill, the days of debate on the
floor, and then finally the conference.

I think that while he may have been
tired from time to time, and not partic-
ularly happy about the action on the
Senate floor, as many of us were un-
happy from time to time, the Senator can
feel very proud of himself and of this
product that is before the Senate today.

I think it is a major accomplishment.
It obviously could not have occurred ex-
cept for the leadership and the hard
work and persistence of the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana. As a member of
the Committee on Finance, I am very
pleased to have this opportunity to honor
his leadership.

Also, I wish to point out that I cer-
tainly agree with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PA5TORE)
and others in saying that this would not
have been possible if it had not been
for the actions taken by the distinguished
majority leader, the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. MANsFIELD), and the position
that he and others of us took in the Sen-
ate earlier this year. We believed that
we could not ask the people of this coun-
try to continue to pay the surtax or any
part of it over another 6 months or a
year, unless we could at the same time
assure them that they would have some
real tax reform and substantial tax re-
ductions during this session of the Con-
gress.

Mr. President, without the assistance
of the majority leader, I do not believe
we would have ever accomplished this
goal. I doubt that anyone disagrees with
that statement.

I honor the distinguished majority
leader for the position which he has
taken on this issue throughout this ses-
sion. He is certainly entitled to the grati-
tocle of the Scnate and of the country.

Mr. President, a great many people
ought to be pleased with the results we
have here today. However, I want to
single out, as others have, the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
GORE).

I recall that when he first began to
talk about raising the personal exemp-
tion, there was not very much support
in the Finance Committee for the idea.
And there was not very much hope that
it could be done.

I was one of those who was doubtful.
However, he kept on with his argument.

He kept on refining the idea until I, like
the majority of the Senate, came to be-
lieve—as obviously a majority of the peo-
ple in the country believe—that the Gore
amendment is the best way by which we
can give so much needed tax relief to the
American people.

The Senator from Tennessee is hon-
ored in the Senate and all around the
country for bringing that increase in
personal exemptions to fruition.

There is a great deal about the bill
that I believe will be a credit to us all. I
am pleased that it includes a 15-percent
increase in Social Security benefits with-
out an increase in the rates. I think that
meets a great need.

I am pleased that we have given so
much needed tax relief and tax reduc-
tions to the overburdened lower and mid-
dle income taxpayers.

I know that there are those who be-
lieve that the kind of determination of
priorities that is contained in the bill is
unwse at this time. I am not one of those.

I am one of those who feel that a
great deal must be done on the whole
broad front of social issues. But I do not
believe we will be able to do what ought
to be done on those issues unless the
lower and middle income taxpayers feel
they are being more fairly treated by the
tax system of our country. They have not
felt that way in the past, and they have
been right in not feeling that way.

I believe that we will have a much bet-
ter chance in getting the lower and mid-
dle income taxpayers to help do these
things that must be done In this respect
by reason of the fact that the tax laws
of this country, which were more regres-
sive than they should have oeen, are now
more progressive than they were.

I believe that is a major accomplish-
ment and one which is a condition prece-
dent to our moving on so many of these
other fronts that need our attention, as
I have said before in the Senate and else-
where.

I am pleased that we will have tax re-
form and the most important tax reform,
I think, that we have had in the last 25
years. I am not pleased with every provi-
sion in the bill, and if I had my way I
would make certain changes. But all in
all, the tax system is now more equitable.

It means that the people who, up to
now, have not been paying their fair
share will be paying their fair share,
or at least will come a lot closer to it
than they have in the past.

As a member of the Finance Commit-
tee, I have watched this matter very
closely this year as a participant in the
deliberations of the committee, in the
markup session, on the floor, and in the
conference committee, and I point out
that no Member of the Senate has had a
more consistent position with regard to
real tax reform or has been more deter-
mined to see that goal achieved than has
the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
see (Mr. GoaE).

Mr. President, I am again pleased to
honor the Senator from Tennessee In
that respect and to honor all others who
have helped to make the bill a reality.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, there are a great many of the re-
form features in the bill with which
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many of us agree. First I join my col-
leagues in paying tribute to the confer-
ees on the excellent job they have done
in bringing back to the Senate a much
better bill 'bhan that which left the
Senate.

In fact, as I sat here for the past
several minutes and listened to my col-
leagues compliment the conference com-
mittee on the fact that they have de-
leated many of the Senate amendments
a question arose in my mind as to how
sincere the Senate was when it adopted
those amendments in the first place.
I have not heard anybody defending
even one of the Senate amendments
that were deleted in conference. I con-
gratulate my colleagues on joining the
rest of us in recognizing that many of
those Senate amendments were merely
approved fo: the day and were never
intended to become law.
Nevertheless, the conferees do deserve

a great deal of credit. I regretted, as I
stated at the time, that I could not con-
scientiously serve as a conferee because
I had disagreed with the Senate revenue
reductions amendments.

I also wish to join in paying my re-
spects to the majority leader, the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, and many others
who worked toward getting major tax
reform. As one who for 20 years has been
trying to get major tax reform, particu-
larly a reduction in the depletion allow-
ance, I thank them for their cooperation
in helping us achieve that goal. Today
we are much closer to getting it. I do
not think this is a time when we should
argue as to who gets the credit for this
reform or reduction in depletion allow-
ance. I am perfectly willing for them to
call it the Harris amendment if they
wish; the point is we have achieved a
reduction in. the depletion allowance.
The important point; is it is becoming
law, and I am willing that the Senator
from Oklahoma get the credit.

I join theni in stating that this reduc-
tion is a long overdue recognition of the
inequities in our tax laws.

By the same token. I congratulate my
colleagues on the fact that they now rec-
ognize that when Congress, about a year
and a half ago under President Johnson,
reinstated the investment tax credit that
it was a ma;ior loophole. As one of the
two Members of the Senate who voted
against it at that time I am glad that
they belatedly recognize it as a major
loophole and one that needs to be cor-
rected in this bill.

Nevertheless, while there is much good
in this bill, one point we cannot over-
look is that we are projecting down the
road a $9 bil:Lion tax cut; and the ques-
tion in our minds is, can we or can we
not afford to reduce taxes when we not
only have an unbalanced budget but also
are confronted with the most serious
threat of inflation in our history?

I am sure that there are many parts
of this bill which each Member would
like to support or in instances to change
this item or that item, but that is not
so important. No one gets a perfect bill.
We realize that as we move into the leg-
islative process we all have to give and
take.
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As I have said, generally speaking this
bill does go far toward closing many of
the major loopholes in our tax struc-
ture, to that extent I would like to sup-
port the bill. I do want to point out, how-
ever, a couple of points on which I wish
we could have gone a little further. It
has been mentioned that the tax reduc-
tion in this bill benefits low-income
groups, and I concur in the statement
that that is where we need relief. But one
point has not been mentioned.

The bill does help the low-income
groups, the lower-income taxpayers, but
it does not help the middle-income tax-
payers. When you jump beyond the mid-
dle-income taxpayers, however, to those
who have earned incomes in excess of
$50,000, as their incomes advance they
get a substantial reduction under this
bill. For example, a man making $100,000
or $200,000 a year gets a 30-percent re-
duction under this bill. The top rate on
earned income is reduced from 70 per-
cent to 50 percent. If he is making $52,000
or less he gets a tax increase when we
take into consideration the other features
of the bill such as an increase in capital
gains tax from 25 percent to 35 percent.
But as his income goes beyond that he
gets a reduction.

When we are talking about helping the
low-income groups I do not quite see how
we can say that putting a 50-percent
ceiling on earned income of a man mak-
ing $200,000, $300,000, or $400,000 a year
is tax reform. I wonder why my col-
leagues who are boasting of what they
are doing for the low-income group have
not mentioned that. When they speak of
helping the poverty class I think they
should recognize that some of the so-
called poverty group are individuals with
$200,000 incomes who are getting tax re-
ductions under this bill. I would assume
that those who are supporting this bill are
in favor of this feature because I have
not heard anyone mention any criticism
of it.

I do not think those who are in that
high-income bracket are entitled to a tax
reduction until the people in the middle-
income group can get it, and we just do
not have the necessary funds to justify
an across-the-board tax increase.

Yes, this bill contains a special 50-
percent limitation on earned income. As
I said before, it has a mathematical ef-
fect of approximately a 30-percent tax
reduction for those in the high income
brackets. The people in the middle-
income brackets will actually pay a little
more tax under this bill.

Another point I wish the Senate had
corrected is a major loophole whic.h was
called to the attention of the Senate sev-
eral months ago wherein Members of the
Senate or any other public officials can
claim tax deductions for their files or
papers when donated to some charitable
organization. After they leave office, or
even before, they can donate their papers
or cartoons in their offices to a univer-
sity or other tax-exempt library after
having them appraised and then get a
tax reduction for them as though they
had made a donation to a church. This is
a glaring loophole to which our atten-
tion was called several months ago. It
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was referred to in a Wall Street Journal
article as a loophole primarily for public
officials, although it did also apply to
writers, who could donate their notes
and receive a tax credit.

Another phase of this loophole is that
Members of Congress and other public
officials may be sent the copies of a new
book. They can then donate these books
to a school or university and get a tax
credit for the value of the books for
which they have paid nothing. That is
wrong.

As this bill was passed by the Senate
it closed that loophole effective January
1, 1969. I regret to say that the date was
changed in conference. The date was
moved forward to July 25 of this year. I
do not see why it was not left as it was.
We have many other retroactive features
in this bill. I do not know why the con-.
ferees did not keep it effective for the
full year. To my knowledge, we only had
one witness testify on it before our com-
mittee, the former Secretary of HEW,
who expressed the hope that the effective
date would be delayed until he could get
his papers turned over to a university,
and he said many others who left Gov-
ernment service this year were in the
same category. At the time I offered the
amendment I did not think we should
make any exceptions, and I regret that
the date was changed. Perhaps there was
the reason, but I do not understand it.
Nevertheless in the conference report it
was made effective from July 25 of this
year on, but it is not effective for those
who went out of office last year or the
first part of this year and have turned
their papers over to libraries and uni-
versities. I understand that as high as
$20 million could be involved in this, and
at a 50 percent top rate that would be
$10 million in lost revenue. It seern.s
to me that this Is a loophole. When
we are talking about closing loopholes
this was certainly a good place to start.
This is not an instance in which tax re-
lief is needed. But I do thank the con-
ferees for accepting the amendment even
though it only has the effective date of
July 25.

So far as the tax reform features of
this bill are concerned, while there may
be areas in which I could suggest we go
further. I think the conferees have done
an excellent job in bringing back a bill
which corrects many of the inequities in
our existing tax structure, and on that
point I would have liked to support the
bill. Nevertheless I regret that the Con-
gress has built into this bill the projected
$9 billion tax reduction which will be
ti'iggered into effect over the years, and
in the face of the present Inflatinary
threat I do not think we can afford it.

I took the same position in the com-
mittee in connection with the rate reduc-
tions of the House bill. I agree that the
amendment of the Senator from Tennes-
see as it is phased out has no more im-
mediate impact than did the proposed
rate reduction. I am not debating that.
I said in committee that I questioned
whether or not we could afford a tax
reduction at this time, when we are op-
erating this Government at a sizable
deficit,
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One point which has been overlooked
is that even without any reduction in
rates or increase in exemptions this bill
already provided for a $9 billion tax
reduction when we reduced the surtax
from 10 to 5 percent for a half year
or 21/2 percent for the full year. But the
supporters of this bill treat that reduc-
tion as though it were an increase in
revenue by counting the $3 billion which
will be derived from the lower surtax
rates as though it were increased revenue.

I have compiled a tabulation for the
last 5 years, beginning with 1965
through 1969. Members may be amazed
at the size of the deficit we have gen-
erated in- just these five years. If the
Members will take this book, the budget,
and check it they will find that on an
administrative basis we have operated
our Government for the past 5 years
at a deficit of $53504 billion.

In addition to that we have during this
same 5-year period accelerated one full
year's corporate tax payments by ad-
vancing payments, which means that
during this 5-year period we collected one
extra year's corporation taxes. When one
takes into consideration the accelerated
corporate taxes in the amount of $9.1
billion and then add the $2 billion profit
by melting down our coins, another $1.2
billion gained from accelerated payments
of excise and withholding taxes, and an
additional $9.8 billion derived from the
sale of participation certificates we have
a total of $22.1 billion.

When that is added to the admitted
deficit, which in the last 5 years was
$53 billion, we have a total deficit of $75
billion. We have increased Our national
debt to finance that debt. I think it is
time that we should ask ourselves, when
are we in COngress going to face up to the
inflationary problems of this country?

Inflation is our number one danger.
It is eroding the purchasing power of
social security benefits, the life savings,
and the pensions of all Americans. I agree
with the committee report that the im-
pact in the next calendar year has been
minimized substantially pn that point. I
congratulate ,the committee; however,
one cannot get away from the fact that
as far as the investing public is con-
cerned, those who are afraid of inflation,
they are going to look down the road and
ask themselves, "Does this Congress real-
ly mean It when it says it is going to
tighten up on expenditures, balance the
budget, and combat inflation?"

As I stated earlier, this bill when fully
effective reduces taxes for individuals
by around $20 billion. Reducing the sur-
tax from 10 to 2½ percent for the full
year in 19'7oequals a $9 billion reduction.
Next year presumably the surtax will
have expired, and that means another
reduction of $3 billion. Then the full
implementation of the increased exemp-
tions and low-income allowances will
total another $8 or 9-billion reduction in
1973. Pouring these additional funds in
the spending stream at this time is high-
ly inflationary.

The question has been asked many
times, 'Why was the surtax which was
put on by President Johnson not more
effective?" The answer is simple—it was

put on too late. The Senator from New
York and I recommend as far back a
1967 that the economy was getting over-
heated and that the administration
should raise taxes to finance the cost of
the war. We were in the midst of a war;
yet the Johnson administration made no
effort to finance that war, and we were
not even recognizing it as a war. In Au-
gust 1967 the Senator from New York
and I suggested that the Johnson admin-
istration should impose a tax to reduce
the staggering deficit. Nothing was forth-
coming.

In January 1967 President Johnson
had recommended a 6 percent surclarge.
As a member of the minority party I
endorsed that proposal as a step in the
right direction. Then, much to the sur-
prise of those who were concerned about
inflation, two months later, in early
March, the President reversed himself
and asked for a tax reduction. He asked
for the reinstatement of the investment
tax credit which represented a $3-billion
tax reduction. Congress stampeded that
through and poured that extra money
into the economy at a time when we
should have been raising taxes to reduce
the deficit and cool an overheated
economy.

It was not until several months later
that the administration recognized that
we were confronted with a serious threat
of inflation and decided to act. Finally
the President- agreed to support a bill
which at that time was requesting a 10-
percent surcharge accompanied by a 6
percent mandatory reduction in expendi-
tures. The Senator from Florida and I
sponsored the administration's bill, but
President Johnson only accepted the ex-
penditure controls after both Secretary
Fowler and Mr. Martin of the Federal
Reserve Board had warned that the
American dollar was on the verge of
forced devaluation unless prompt action
were taken.

The bill proposing this 10-percent sur-
charge and a $6-billion reduction in ex-
penditures was before the Senate in
March of 1968, but it was on the verge of
being defeated due to lack of adminis-
tration support.

On a Friday, the day scheduled for the
vote, the Senator from Florida (Mr.
SMATHERS) and I received a call from
Secretary Of Treasury Fowler and from
Mr. Martin, the Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board. They were calling from
Stockholm and said that by no means
should Congress be allowed to defeat that
proposal that day because of the con-
ference in Stockholm. The Secretary said
to recess Congress unless we were sure
of the votes. They emphasized that the
following Monday the London gold prl
was opening, and unless Congress had
acted affirmatively when that pool was
opened they predicted the American dol-
lar would not stand for 72 hours. The
Senate adjourned that Friday to avoid
a negative vote on that bill until the
Secretary could get back in the country
and talk with enough Members on their
side of the aisle to get votes to pass the
bill, which we did on the following
Tuesday.

In the minds of those on the Federal

Reserve Board and the Secretary of the
Treasury, that is how close we came to
devaluation.

When they came back the President
did endorse a $6 billion expenditure cut
as a part of the top increase, and the bill
went through Congress around the end
of June. But the ink was hardly dry be-
fore the executive branch and the Con-
gress began to whittle on the reductions
and we ended up with no reductions in
expenditures.

Later, after the bill was enacted, the
Federal Reserve Board in the last part
of 1968 pumped into the economy an un-
usual amount of money, which further
fanned the fires of inflation. Here today
we are with another increase in the cost
of living of another one-half of one
point in the last month. That is the
equivalent of a rate of 6 percent per
year on an average.

We talk about social security increases.
I would like to see social security pay-
ments increased, and I would like to vote
for them. But at the rate of increase in
the cost of living, 6 percent of that in-
crease will be gone before another
Christmas rolls around, Inflation is tak-
ing it away from them faster than Con-
gress can give it to them. Sooner or
later Congress must face the fact that
inflation cannot be contrOlled with pious
speeches. Inflation has to be controlled
with hard votes. We may have to cut
down on programs we think are good,
but let us tell the American people we
cannot give them this tax reduction at
this time. Those who invest in bonds or
securities are going to look down the road
3 years from now and try to predict
the inflation results. Will or will it not be
controlled? They see a $9 billion tax re-
duction being approved here for next
year, and they see us with an unbalanced
budget, and more tax reductions prom-
ised for later years, all at a time when we
are running a deficit of over $700 million
a month. There is no chance in the fore-
seeable future of reducing this deficit;
no chance at all.

Those who think there is a chance
should remember that as the result of
what we are doing here today within 3
or 4 months they will be requested to
raise the ceiling on the national debt.
If this bill is passed there will be a
request to raise the national debt by $5
to $10 billion so they can borrow the
money to finance the tax reductions
which are being voted today. I say that
does not make sense, and I do not think
the American taxpayers are going to be
fooled with this political shell game go-
ing on in the Congress. We are taking
away in inflation more than this tax re-
duction. Our cities and States cannot
borrow money today with interest rates
as they are.

The reason they cannot borrow with
these high-interest rates is that those
who are investors in bonds are insisting
that the bonds carry interest rates high
enough, first, to offset the projected in-
flation, which is running at an annual
rate of from 5 to 6 percent, plus a rea-
sonable return on their money—4 or 5
percent—thus ending with 10-percent
money. One is not going to get away from
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a 9- or 10-percent interest rate with a
rate of inflation In this country of .5
percent per month, or 5 or 6 percent a
year.

I .recognize that social security bene-
ficaries do need some increase, but this
is the first time in my 23 years of service
that Congress has ever considered pass-
ing an increase in social security pay-
ments without Including in the same bill
provisions to raise the revenue to finance
such an increase. I repeat, this is the first
time to my knowledge that congress has
ever voted an increase in social security
benefits without providing tbe necessary
tax to pay for it.

I think we should finance the benefits
that we give under social security. The
argument is made that it is not necessary
to provide a financing provision; that
there is an annual increase in the social
security fund. The increase in the trust
fund this year is estimated at $9 or $10
billion. But let us not forget that the bulk
of American workers are between the
ages of 25 and 40. Those persons are
contributing from their payrolls into
the social security trust fund, just as
civil service employees are paying into
their retirement fund, with the thought
that when they reach the age of retire-
ment they will have laid aside enough to
take care of themselves in retirement.
What we are saying today is that Con-
gress can dissipate, that we can spend
for benefits today. This is their money
and our Government is the trustee. We
are destroying their security for tomor-
row because those people will now be
dependent upon the whim of Congress to
repay the money with which to pay their
benefits.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. CURT]S. The distinguished Sena-

tor from Dels.ware, as usual, is making a
necessary and profound statement. The
social security reserve does not contain
sufficient amount. The fact is that it has
enough to pay benefits for only about
15 months. Congress has always held
that the fund should never have less
than enough for 1 year—and never have
a reserve and no profit for a year. It is
barely over a year at this time.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Congress
heretofore said we should never go be-
low 3 years protection. The Ways and
Means Committee and the Chairman of
the Finance Committee also took that po-
sition. In recent years this coverage has
been reduced to just over a year. This
fund builds up over a period of high em-
ployment; and then in low emp[oyment
or lower overtime payments when more
people retire; out-go increases while the
income decreases, and the so-called sur-
plus could vanish overnight.

One of the most important things to
those who retire on pensions, whether it
be Government, social security, State or
private pension, Is the knowledge that
that fund will, be solvent as long as they
live, regardless of how long that may be,
and that the purchasing power of the
pension they are looking forward to col-
lecting will remain sound.

Somebody suggested the other day, did
we think the situation would ever arise
when this country could not pay its bills?

I said no, because In the history of the
world, I did not know of a single country
that ever defaulted on paying its obliga-
tions, even those whose currencies be-
came worthless.

The reason is tht as inflation takes
over they can print &thousand dollar bill
or a five thousand dollar bill just as easy
as a one thousand dollar note or a five
thousand dollar bond. When they go
bankrupt they just turn on the printing
presses and pour out money and pay off
their obligations. Of course, it has no pur-
chasing power. That must not happen
here in America, and it need not happen,
but some effort must be made and some
thought given to protecting the purchas-
ing power of the American dollar.

That cannot be done by approving ir-
responsible tax-reductions in the face of
huge deficits.

That is the reason I shall not support
this conference report, not on the basis
of its reform provisions, because they do
have merit and many of them I have been
working for for years; but I do not want
to be a party to projecting multi-billion-
dollar tax reductions down the road 3
years from now when I do not think the
American people will get that tax reduc-
tion, or if they do it will be only at the
staggering cost of additional inflation.

I repeat that the criticism I am mak-
ing of the tax reduction features in the
conference report are also, as I said in
the Finance Committee and on the floor
of the Senate at the time we debated this
bill, equally applicable to the rate reduc-
tion proposal in both the House bill and
in the Finance Committee bill. I am
spea.king of tax reduction in general at
this time.

I think that this is the time when we
cannot afford to cut taxes by $9 billion—
$9 billion which we do not have unless
we borrow the money.

I conclude my remarks with this word
of caution, that before this Congress has
adjourned, not this session, but before
another 6 months have passed, if we pro-
ceed with this so-called tax reduction
bill we will be back here raising the ceil-
ing on the national debt in order to fi-
nance the tax reduction the Senate will
be voting here today. I say that that can-
not be justified.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. GRIFFIN. I want to commend the

distinguished Senator from Delaware for
making a very important contribution to
a better understanding of this confer-
ence agreement. In the eyes of the pub-
lic, he is the watchdog of the Treasury.
He fully deserves that title.

The Senator focuses on a number of
provisions in the conference agreement
which have not been discussed before. I
was particularly interested in his refer-
ence to the provision concerning the tax
deduction on credit which is given when
public officials contribute public papers
to a university. The date, as I under-
stand it, was adjusted in conference to
July 25, which is a rather unusual date.
It is not the beginning of a fiscal year.
It is not the beginning of a calendar
year. It isnot upon enactment of a law.

I recall that the Senator from Massa-

chusetts, the majority whip, gave a very
important speech on the floor of the
Senate indicating that he wanted to know
and have brought to light who the in-
dividuals or corporations were who would
benefit by these particular changes in
the law. I just vonder whether the Sen-
ator from Delaware, or anyone else,
could enlighten the Senate as to who
might benefit by that particular adjust-
ment of the date.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will
leave it to the Senator from Massachu-
setts to put the names in the RECORD.
He should be more familiar with them
than I. But it could be any public official
who wished to take advantage of the
advance knowledge that this loophole
was going to be closed or that it had
been proposed.

So far as the date of July 25 is con-
cerned, it should be pointed out that
there was some basis for accepting that,
even though I disagreed with it. That was
the date the House acted on the tax re-
form bill. Perhaps the conferees figured
that it should not go back beyond the
date on which the House had passed
acted. That may account for the July 25
date, but in my opinion it was a mistake.
This was one loophole that should have
been closed effective for the full taxable
year.

Furthermore, there were other meas-
ures which were made retroactive.

Mr. GRIFFIN. The investment tax
credit, for example.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes; that
dates back to April.

But another reason, early in the spring
I made a statement on the floor of the
Senate that an effort would be made to
close this glaring loophole and offered as
an amendment to the committee for in-
clusion as a part of the tax reform bill. I
said at the time that I would propose
that it be made effective the first of the
year because otherwise, with the advance
knowledge that this was going to be of-
fered, public officials could, if they
wished, transfer their papers before the
effective date. Former members of the
executive branch or Congress could
easily figure that this amendment may
pass and hasten to transfer their papers
to a private library or some university.
Since we were trying to close loopholes
and eliminate the possibility that other
taxpayers could take advantage of the
advance knowledge we who write the
laws should at least make sure that we
abide by the same rules.

That is the reason I thought it was
very important to have a date of Janu-
ary 1, 1969. I do not think public officials
were ever entitled to the advantage of
such a loophole in the first place. It is
a glaring loophole, one that should have
been corrected long ago. I do not think
a public official should take a charitable
deduction for papers and files that he
accumulated while serving on the public
payroll. Why should any public official be
able to set up a library in his own name,
as some people have done, and then con-
tribute their official papers to the library
and get a big tax deduction. Yes, public
officials can contribute files to their own
libraries and get big tax credits for them.
That is 'ridiculous; and why should not
the repeal of this loophole be made retro-
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active to the first of this year? Only last
July the Congress passed a 10-percent
surtax and made it retroactive to the
first of the year.

The Finance Committee, as I recall,
unanimously approved the January 1,
1969, date. I do not argue but that the
Senate conferees tried to hold the Sen-
ate position and that the date of the
25th may have been taken because that
was the date on which the House acted
on the original bill.

But this was a loophole that benefits
primarily public officials. Certainly if we
are going to talk about closing loopholes
Congress should start in its own back
yard first. That is the reason I was so
concerned that the loophole be plugged
as of the first of this year. As the for-
mer Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare testified before the committee,
by approving a deferred date all of those
who left Government service early this
year would be taken care of before the
loophole was closed.

Mr. GRIFFIN. As I understand, if for-
mer Presidents or Vice Presidents or
Members of Congress had given their
papers to a university or a library estab-
lished in their own name this calendar
year, but prior to July 25, they will get
the benefit of that tax provision.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
right. They can have it appraised and
get the full benefit by claiming its ap-
praised value as a charitable contribu-
tion for tax purposes.

Why should the effective date be de-
ferred so that a group of public officials
can take advantage of the loophole be-
fore it is closed?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware subse-
quently said:

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD three
editorials, one from today's New York
Times and two from today's Washington
Evening Star.

There being no objection, the edito-
rials were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

(From the New York Times, Dec. 21, 1989]
FaAUD ON THE TAX FRONT

The House-Senate conference committee
has produced a tax bill that appears certain
to be passed overwhelmingly In Congress this
week. The bill was tailored by the committee
to be veto-proof when it reaches President
Nixon, and it does represent a marked im-
provement over the atrocious Senate version.
Chairman Wilbur Mills of the• House Ways
and Means Committee has stated flatly that
the revised measure "is certainly not infla-
tionary," and Mr. Nixon has indicated to Sen-
ate Minority Leader Hugh Scott that the con-
ferencees' actions have improved the chances
of Presidential signature.

Unfortunately for the nation, however, the
bill remains decidedly inflationary. Thealarming degree to which this is true is
masked by the data on revenue gains and
losses that the U.S. Treasury and Congress
are putting out. In fact, there has been what
amounts to a conspiracy between the Ad-
ministration and Congress to disguise the
true extent to which the proposed tax action
is Inflationary in the short run, as well as
how substantially It would give away Fed-
eral fiscal resources in the long run.

The revenue estimates released by the Ad-
ministration and Congress Indicate that the
revised tax biil will increase the net revenues
of the Federal Government by $6.5 billion in

1970 and by $315 million In 1971, and that,
even In the long run, It will result in a net
revenue loss of only $2.5 billion a year.

There are two basic fallacies in these esti-
mates:

First, they take no account of the future
growth of the economy, which would greatly
swell the revenue losses in the years ahead.
Reasonable growth projections would cause
the revenue losses to increase by 8 to 10
per cent per year.

Second, they treat the reduction and re-
peal the 10 per cent surtax, which has been
yielding $12 billion a year, as though It were
a $3-billion increase of revenues in 1970—
instead of what It actually represents, a $9
billion reduction in revenues In 1970 and a
$12 billion reduction in 1971 and the ensuing
years. The same treatment is given to the
temporary extension of automobile and tele-
phone excises; these are carried forward as a
$1.2 billion gain in 1970 and thereafter grad.
ually reduced, In fact, these changes in the
excises represent no gain in revenues in 1970
and a gradual loss thereafter.

The upshot of this accounting gimmickry
is to show a $65 billion revenue gain in 1970
when the right figure, to indicate the fiscal
impact as compared with 1969, should be a
net revenue loss of at least $8 billion. Sim-
ilarly, the Administration-Congress pub-
lished figure of a net revenue gain of $315
million in 1970 should be a.reyenue loss of
at least $13.5 billion. Given the present in-
flationary state of the economy, this is both
irresponsible and dangerous.

In the long run the revenue losses built
into this legislation may be even more serious
for the nation, confronted as it is with enor-
mous unmet social needs. Without figuring
national income growth, those losses will
amount to at least $15.5 billion a year. With
growth included, the annual revenue loss
could total as much as $30 billion in seven
years.

How have the Administration and Congress
produced this misleading accounting. Simply
by assuming that if Congress did not act on
this bill the surcharge would lapse and the
excises would expire Thus they are compar-
ing the fiscal effects of the tax bill with the
no tax bill at all affecting 1970 rather than
with what the existing tax system of the na-
tion is actually yielding in 1969.

It is difficult to know why this was done.
The President apparently committed himself
too early to reduction and repeal of the sur-
tax; he was thereafter mousetrapped by
whatever Congress—unwilling to raise taxes
in the face of voter resistance—did on the
so-called tax reform bill. Congress has suf-
fered flight from fiscal realism that can only
be regarded as the result of a lack both of
party leadership and of firm direction from
the White House.

It is now only too clear that the national
interest calls for a veto of this tax bill and
a new start on fiscal policy. What started as
a heroic effort to inject more fairness into
the tax structure has turned into a fiscal dis-
aster that contributes only moderately to
greater tax equity. The best out at this
point would be a simple continuation of the
surtax at its present level until the end of
the Vietnam war permits a major reduction
in military spending. But the President has
boxed himself in and seems bound to sign
the bill that Congress has produced. The tax
folly of 1969 will cost the nation dearly unless
corrected over time.

(From the Washington Evening Star, Monday,
Dec. 22, 1969]

THE TAX BILL
The tax bill, on Congress' platter today,

is an eminently better piece of legislation
than the fiscal ChriStmas pudding stuffed
with inflationary calories that the Senate
sought to serve the President.

In normal times, such a bill could expect

to receive the unqualified blessings of the
White House. But these are decidedly ab-
normal times, with price rises gobbling up
wage increases in the worst spiral since 1951.

Mr. Nixon is in the decidedly uncomforta-
ble position of being damned if he does and
damned if he doesn't. The political conse-
quences of vetoing a bill that includes bene-
fits for all taxpayers and a 15 percent rise
In Social Security benefits for 25 million
Americans could be disastrous for him in
1972.

But a failure to halt the erosion of the
dollar's value ouid be equally fatal in a
political sense, and ruin the country in the
bargain. Thus the President's decision must
hinge on his asseSsment—and on that of his
economic advisers—as to what effect Imple-
mentation of the bill would have on the
economy as a whole.

The final bill reported out by a joint con-
ference committee Friday is much closer to
the more reasonable House bill than it is to
the Senate's bauble-loaded version. And Mr.
Nixon is not comnzltted to vetoing the bill
as It stands. He had stated baldly that he
uould veto a bill containing both a 15 per-
cent' Social Security hike and a rise in the
personal exemption to $800; the conferees
let him off the hook by raising the exemp-
tion to only $750 between now and 1973.

The details of the joint bill have been re-
counted fully in the news columns of this
newspaper. The basic point is the effect of
the bill will be to raise revenue by $2.2 bil-
lion next year and hold the loss in 1971 to a
manageable $425 million.

But the fiscal rub would come In 1972
and 1973, when the deficit would rite to $2.6
billion and $4.2 billion respectively, before
leveling out over the long run to an annual
loss of $2.5 billion.

Mr. Nixon has threatened to veto any tax
bill carting too much revenue and jeopardiz-
ing the budget surplus he considers essen-
tial to control inflation. He is correct in this.

But the, final joint version appears to be
acceptable in the short term. The question
is whether the long-term lots of revenue Is
tolerable and can be dealt with in other
ways. If inflationary pressures are still severe
In 1972, for instance, It *ould be possIble
to enact a new law raising taxes.

The President's decision will be a crucial
one whtch will affect not only his own politi-
cal future but the lives of all of us. Con-
gress, recovering from the Senate's binge of
fiscal irresponsibility, has given him a bill
which it seems possible for him to sign.

But he alone can make the determin2tion.
If he feels that it would be deleterious psy-
chologically for the nation's discipline for
him to sign the bill, then he may have to
veto It.

(From the Washington Evening Star, Dec. 22.
1969]

DECISION ON TAxES CRUCIAL FOR NIXON
(By David Lawrence)

President Nixon faces the most crucial de-
cision he has had to make on domestic prob-
lems since he was inaugurated—whether to
sign or veto the so-called "tax reform" bill.
It's a choice between a reduction of taxes
that can result in a recession and taking a
firm stand that will prevent deficit financing
of the government and serious handicaps to
business development.

For the "tax reform" bill is a hodèpodge
of what seems on the surface to be politi-
cally "popular" but in reality could be re-
pudiated in the next election if the voters
are given the real truth about the causes of
higher and higher prices and the curtailment
of the purchasing power of the dollar,

The "tax reform" bill is in certain respects
a destructive measure. It disturbs many a
business which has set up pension benefits. It
discourages those property owners who nOW
will have to ask higher prices In order to off-
set the increase in taxes on capital g&lns.
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Theoretically, the bill distributes more
money for individual spending. But pricee
are bound to rise and the present inflation-
ury trend, will be maintained. While the bill
cuts some tax rates, others are Increased.
On the whole, the federal budget will be ad-
versely affected and deficits will continue,
thus helping to depreciate the dollar.

Hitherto the emphasis has been on re-
straining inflation, but the new tax bill Is
bound to enlarge its scope. While collecting
more revenues through new tax rates, the
proposed law calls for more federal disburse-
ments which use up the greater tax receipts
and leave a deficit besides.

Only a few days ago, the National Plan-
ning Association through its chief economist
predicted that the nation is flirting with a
recession and that "inflation is apt to be ex-
cessive next year, even with high unemploy-
ment." Also, the consumer index just Issued
by the federal government shows that prices
are steadily going up and the dollar value
keeps on going down.

Under these circumstances, the President
is in a position, after analyzing the "tax re-
form" bill for the American people, to tell
the country how the Increases in revenue ob-
tained by Imposing heavier taxes on business
and on the higher Income groups are wiped
out by new appropriations.

Most members of Congress who voted for
the measure thought It would bring them
votes In the election next November. But if
times are bad and the money saved by tax
reduction is offset by price increases, the
voters are likely to blame the Democratic
party, which seeks to retain control of both
houses.

Will the President have the courage to veto
the "tax reform" bill? It is not easy to tell
whether the electorate will perceive the rea-
sons for the spread of Inflation. But certainly
a president can give the facts to the public
and refuse to take the risk in signing the
new tax bill. He can, If he wants, apply a
"pocket veto' by not signing the measure
for 10 days If Congress is in recess and ex-
plaining then why he feels it would be harm-
ful to the economy. He could, on the other
hand, sign the bill, and, while pointing out
some of its good provisions, call for prompt
repeal of those sections which can be ex-
pected to intensify an era of excessive spend-
ing.

Beneath it all, too, is the effect of the new
tax measure on business Operations in Amer-
ica. Incentive is in many ways impaired.
There will be an adverse impact on the nor-
mal Operations of the economy. Increasing
tax rates, fox instance, on the high Incomes
of talented personnel may look attractive as
a revenue-raLsing device, but the companies
which employ those Individuals will have to
move up salaries substantially. This, together
with labor union demands, can result In
raising prices on goods to be sold.

It Is tragic that the Congress of the United
States has tried to change important parts
of the tax etructure so hastily instead of
appointing a commission of disinterested ex-
perts to devote at least a year to careful study
of alternatives. To modify arbitrarily tax laws
that were in the main wrItten 30 years ago
and have been imbedded in the economic
system for such a long time requires a non-
political approach governed by only one con-
sideration—the public Interest as a whole.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, since the
Senator brought this up. permit me to
say the House passed a bill in which It
stated that a gift of appreciated prop-
erty, which if sold would result in ordi-
nary income, would be taxed as it has
been taxed in the past, provided that the
gift occurred prior to December 31, 1969.
The House Committee announced that
decision to the press on July 25. It was
the suggestion of the Senator in the
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committee that it should be effective as
of December 31, 1968. The Senator can
tell us whon he wanted to get with his
amendment. As far as I am concerned,
it was of no particular concern to me.

When we settled this matter in con-
ference, we took the date the House
Committee announced its decision to the
press, and there was not much discus-
sion one way or the other. In any event,
we in the committee were acting retro-
actively, back to December, 1968. What
the conference did was say that if a man
had made a gift anytime after July 25,
he would be taxed under the new law,
rather than the law that had existed
prior to that time. That is what seems
fair since this was the earliest date
there was any knowledge of a commit-
tee decision on this point. It was the
Senator's suggestion that the tax be
retroactive, to tax any donation some-
one had made, with regard to papers, let-
ters, or memorandums, back to the first
of this year.

I would suggest that the Senator find
out, if he can, whom he might have in-
volved in that class. So far as I know, it
benefited no one as a result of the adop-
tion of the July 25 date. The House had
a date which applied only at a date be-
ginning in the future; the Senate had
a retroactive date. As the bill was
adopted, it was a compromise between
the prospective date, which was the
House provision, and the retroactive
date, which was the Senate's provision.

So if the Senator was aimthg at any-
body when he offered his amendment, he
can explain at whom. I was not aiming
at anyone.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I was
not aiming at anyone because it was ap-
plicable to all public officials. I wanted to
close the loophole.

Mr. LONG. If the Senator wanted to
get someone, why does he not find out
who it was he was getting.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I said
closing of the loopholes should apply to
all. As it has been passed, the law is gen-
eral.

Mr. LONG. I ask the Senator if the
logical way to handle a bill, when the
Senate's version taxed it retroct1vely to
January, and the other version taxed It
prospectively bo the end of the year,
would not be to adopt the date on which
the House passed the bill?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Preskient, will the
Se'nator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. HOLLAND. There is nothing in

this bill that forecloses any person In
public life from giving his papers or pic-
tures or memorabilia to a university or
library, is there?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No. In
fact, I think that the gift of these papers
should be encouraged, and those papers
should be made available. This provision
does not prevent •that. It merely pro-
vides that whoever gives those files or
papers does not get a tax credit for some-
thing that did not cost him anything.

Mr. HOLLAND. Perhaps I misunder-
stood the colloquy between the Senator
from Michigan and the Senator from
Delaware, but I understood that those
of us who have given such files and ob-
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jects now would have the chance to go
back and claim a tax credit. 1 want to
make it very clear that I do not so regard
the situation. I have given such papers
as I have accumulated, back through
many years in public life, the State Sen-
ate, the governorship, and the Senate
here for perhaps 18 years—i do not re-
member exactly how many—.to the tJni-
versity of Florida. I am happy that they
wanted these objects. I do not understand
I have any right to expect a tax credit
on account of that. I would not want my
opinion to prevail in my State that I
would have the right to claim such a tax
credit, and I do not think anything in
this debate should be allowed to give
such an impression. Perhaps I got an
impression that was not sound.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; I am
not giving that impression at all. I know
many other Members of the Senate who
have likewise given their papers away
and who would not claim such a tax
credit even if they knew the law existed.
But about the first of the year attention
was called to the fact that such a pos-
sible tax loophole existed, and I thought
it should be closed. Some public officials
have taken advantage of this loophole.
I think any public official should be able
t turn such papers over to a library,
but he should not get a tax credit for
them based on appraised value. That is
what he could get under existing law, and
in my opinion it is wrong.

As I stated, while I would like to see
the effective date January 1, 1969, I
accept the decision of the conferees be-
cause in conference all legislation be-
comes a compromise. The date in the
House bill was prospective; the date in
the Senate bill was retroactive. As the
distinguished chairman said, the date
was fixed as of the date the House passed
the bill, the 25th of July. I have outlined
my reasons for supporting the January 1,
1969, date.

I thank the Senator from Louisiana;
in committee he strongly supported the
position I took.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, let me
just add that I claim no credit on that
account, but I simply want the RECORD
to show that both as to some tons—two
truckloads, as a matter of fact— already
held by the University of Florida and the
additional ones that will go there at the
time I retire next year—and I believe
the Senator and I will retire at the same
time—there is not only no thought of
compensation or any tax credit, but I
have always felt that those things are
charged with a public interest, that they
are acquired and come to us in public
service; that what we should do is find
a public place for their care, indexing,
and being made available.

It would never have occurred to me,
until the talk started about a year ago,
that anybody would have claimed a tax
credit. And I do not think anything in
this debate should be permitted to give
the idea to anyone that Senators or Rep-
resentatives; or Governors, or Cabinet
members, or Presidents, or anyone else
who has been In public life, shopid not
have the complete right to give away for
proper caretaking, preservation, and
availability to those who may be in-
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terested, all matters of this kind, which
is exactly what the Senator from Florida
has done, and I am sure is what the
Senator from Delaware will do.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I think the RECORD is clear,
and I am ready to yield the floor; but I
had promised first to yield to the Sena-
tor from Arizona.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I cornpli-
ment the Senator from Delaware for the
distinguished record he has made, and
for his dedicated services. I know that
the conference committee did not have
his services, and I commend the Senate
conferees, but we are very proud to have
had the leadership of the Senator from
Delaware here in the Senate, and we are
very thankful for the work he has done.

Mr. President, I should like to address
a question to the distinguished chairman
of our committee. With reference to the
taxation of stock dividends in section 421
of the bill, I have in mind a corporation
which, under the transitional rules, is
permitted to issue a particular type of
stock which by its terms is convertible
into other stock not within the transi-
tional rules. Is my understanding cor-
rect that a corporation will not lose this
transitional right when a shareholder
who receives the convertible stock de-
mands conversion into stock not directly
covered by the transitional rules?

Mr. LONG. Yes, the transitional rules
would continue to apply, nothwithstand-
ing the conversion of stock into a type of
stock not directly covered by the transi-
tional rules.

Mr. FANNIN. I thank the distinguished
chairman, and at this time I express my
appreciation to him for the way in which
he handled the committee all the way
through the hearings and then through
our executive sessions, and for the fair-
ness and courtesy he extended to all the
members, for the way he kept things
moving, and naturally, of course, for his
distinguished leadership as exemplified
in the conference.

Mr. LONG. I thank the able Senator
from Arizona for his kind words, and also
for the very diligent work he did to im-
prove this bill in the committee as well
as on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I should
like to make a few observations on the
development of this historic legislation.

To begin with, the Senate committee
held extensive hearings on the bill—more
extensive than those held by the other
body. I do not say that as any criticism
of the House of Representatives. The
Ways and Mea.ns Committee held exten-
sive hearings on the general subject of
tax reform. The Senate Committee on
Finance, however, held extensive hear-
ings on the specifics of the bill passed by
the House of Representatives.

We have heard a good many remarks
today about the action of the Senate and
the action of the conferees representing
both the House and the Senate. In this
legislation the Senate has fully reclaimed
its position of parity in tax legislation,
with the exception of the constitutional
prerogative of the other body to initiate
a revenue measure. There was a time, not
many years ago, when the House of
Representatives fiercely resisted any

major amendments added by the Senate
to a revenue measure.

On this particular bill, the careful
consideration given to the measure indi-
cated the need for a large number of
amendments. Some amendments, of
course, were adopted which I did not
think were wise. Many were adopted
which I thought were needed. Let me
offer some statistics in that regard.

The Senate added 376 substantive
amendments in the committee and on
the floor, mostly in the committee.
Those amendments resulted from long
hearings of the many witnesses repre-
senting the many interests affected by
this bill. A great deal has been said in
compliment of the distinguished chair-
man for holding those hearings. He is
entitled to every word of commendation
he has received, and I associate myself
with those who have commended him.
He stayed on the job every day, and we
held hearings comprising more than
7,000 pages of record.

This is the largest tax bill in the his-
tory of our Republic. It affects every-
one and every economic interest. People
had a right to petition that their inter-
ests be considered, and they were con-
sidered.

What happened to those 376 amend-
ments? In conference, the conferees
representing the House of Representa-
tives accepted without change 237 of
the Senate amendments. They accepted
with amendment to the amendment 71
of the Senate amendments. In total, this
conference report embodies 308 amend-
ments placed in the bill by the Senate.

The Senate receded and accepted
without change 53 provisions in the
House bill which were not approved by
the Senate. We accepted with amend-
ment seven more.

So, Mr. President, the work of the Sen-
ate with respect to this bill is monumen-
tal and meaningful. The two principal
benefits to the people in the bill came
from amendments offered on the floor of
the Senate and adopted by the Senate. I
refer to the amendment providing a 15-
percent increase in social security bene-
fits, and to the amendment providing tax
relief by way of an increase in personal
exemptions.

Perhaps the Senate would find inter-
esting the effect of the bill on the with-
holding tax on salaries and payrolls.
I have asked the staff to calculate the
withholding tax on salaries of $6,000 per
year, $9,000 per year, and $12,000 per
year, for a taxpayer with a wife and four
children, a taxpayer with a wife and two
children, and a single taxpayer. As I
say, I think perhaps the Senate will find
these figures interesting.

A taxpayer with a wife and four chil-
then, on a monthly salary of $500, will
have withheld from his salary check in
January 1970, $22.68. In July 1970. he
will have withheld $17.39.

In January, 1973, when the bill is fully
effective, there will be withheld from his
salary $5.88.

Mr. President, to translate that to a
weekly wage, the weekly wage is $115.38.

The withholding on that weekly wage
in January 1970 will be $5.33.

In July 1970, it will be $4.07.

In January, 1973, when the law will be
fully effective, it will be $1.40.

Mr. President, let us take a taxpayer
with a wife and four children who earns
an annual salary of $9,000. His monthly
salary would be $750.

There will be withheld from his salary
in January, 1970, $64.42.

In July, 1970, it will be $57.72.
In January, 1973, It will be $42.96.
Mr. President, taking the same tax-

payer, the man with the same number of
dependents and the same anual Income,
his weekly wage would be $173.08.

His January, 1970, weekly withholding
will be $14.96.

In July, 1970, it will be $13.38.
In January, 1973, when the law will be

fully effective, it will be $9.96.
Mr. President, let us take the example

of a taxpayer with the same number of
dependents, but with an annual income
of $12,000. His monthly salary would be
$1,000.

In January 1970, there would be a
monthly withholding from his salary of
$109.42.

In July 1970, it would be $100.22.
In January 1973, when the law will be

fully effective, it will be $82.54.
Mr. President, translating that to a

weekly wage, his weekly wage would be
$230.77.

In January 1970, there will be a weekly
withholding of $25.35.

In July 1970, it will be $23.19.
In January 1973, when the law will be

fully effective, it will be $19.10.
Mr. President, I would now like to con-

sider the taxpayer with a wife and two
children—something which is nearly the
typical American family—and an an
nual income of $6,000.

Mr. President, I realize that when we
break down a $6,000 annual income to
weekly wages and calculate the amount
withheld, we are dealing with small
amounts. However, we are also dealing
with people to whom small amounts are
important. Such a man would receive a
monthly wage of $500.

In January 1970, there will be a
monthly withholding of $39.08.

In July 1970, there will be a monthly
withholding from his salary of $35.64.

In January 1973, when the law will be
fully effective, the amount will be $24.21.

Mr. President, translating the income
of that taxpayer to a weekly wage, his
weekly wage would be $115.38.

In January 1970, his weekly withhold-
ing will be $9.09.

In July 1970 it will be $8.28.
In January 1973, when the law will

be fully effective, it will be $3.47.
Mr. President, I will consider now the

example of a man with a wife and two
children who earns $9,000 a year. He
would have a monthly wage of $750.

In January 1970, $82.42 will be with-
held from his monthly salary.

In July 1970, it will be $76.14.
In January 1973, when the law will be

fully effective, it will be $62.54.
Mr. President, translating that to a

weekly salary, a man with a wife and two
children and with an annual income of
$9,000 a year will have a weekly salary
of $173.08.

In January 1970 there will be withheld
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from his weeliy salary the amount of
S 19. 10.

In July 1970 there will be withheld
$11.63.

In January 1973, when the law will be
fully effective, the weekly withhold on
such a salary will be $12.17.

Mr. President, let us next take the
taxpayer wit:a a wife and two children
and an income of $12,000 a year. His
monthly salary would be $1,000.

In January 1970 there will be a
monthly withholding from his salary of
$128.41.

In July 1970 it will drop to $119.13.
In January 1973 when the law will

be fully effective, it will drop to $102.54.
Mr. President, translating that into

a weekly wage, a percon with a $12,000-
a-year income has a weekly wage of
$230.77.

In January 1970 the weekly with-
holding on that amount will be $29.72.

in July 1970 it will be $27.55.
In January 1973, when the law is fully

effective, the weekly withholding will
drop to $21.40.

Mr. President, I would like now to
consider the example of one more tax-
payer for whom the bill we are about to
pass provides considerable relief. That
is the single taxpayer.

Many of us have felt that the man
without dependents has had to pay an
unusually heavy part of the burden.

A single taxpayer without dependents,
and with an annual income of $6,000 re-
ceives a salary of $500 a month.

In January 1970 the monthly with-
holding fron. his salary will be $75.42.

In July 1970 it will drop to $71.30.
In January 1973, when the law be-

comes fully effective, it will be $61.70.
The single taxpayer earning $9,000 a

year would have a monthly withholding
in January [970 of $127.92.

In July 1970, it would be $123.80, and
in 1973 and thereafter. $111.70. The same
single taxpayer with an income of $12,000
a year would, in January of 1970, have a
withholding from his monthly salary of
$191.22; in July of 1970, $184.89; in Jan-
uary of 1973, $163.16.

Mi'. President, these amounts of tax
reduction, to a Member of the Senate,
favored as we are with a larger salary,
may, indeed, seem small. But let me re-
peat that this is tax reduction for people
who have small incomes. People with
small incomes and with dependents to
support find tax reductions ever, in small
amounts are very helpful. From the mes-
sages I have been receiving, people are
very happy, indeed, with the passage of
this bill.

Before cicising, I wish to express my
deep appreciation to the generous re-
marks that the chairman of the commit-
tee and other of my colleagues have
made on the floor of the Senate today
with respect to my own efforts. am very
'nateful. I express my gratitude again to
(lie chairman of the Finance Committee
nd to each member of the committee
or the pleasure of working with them,
101' the courtesies extended to me, for the
natience and tolerance extended to me.

I thank, also, the staff of the commit-
Lee and of the Joint Committee on In-
ternal Revenue Taxation, and I express

appreciation to my own staff. I think I
have the ablest staff with which any
Member of this body is favored—Wil-
liam Allen. Jack Lynch. Paul McDaniel,
each in his own right a lawyer, a stu-
dent, each in his own right possessed
with intelligence, character, and energy.
It has been a pleasure to work with
Larry Woolworth, Tom Vail, Bill Allen,
Jack Lynch, and Paul McDaniel. They
fortified me with the information, with
the advice, and with the ooinions; and
my colleagues in the committee, in the
conference committee, and in the Seil-
ate were very generous, patient. tolerant,
and understanding.

This is a monumental work. Perhaps
mine has been the most persistent voice
in the Senate for tax reform for a dec-
ade. We have achieved a great deal of
tax reform here. I would not be candid
if I did not say that the conference re-
port we are about to adopt contains some
provisions which I resisted. It contains
some provisions which I resisted fiercely.
I shall not describe them or identify
them now. I shall do so later. But, for
now, let me speak of the positive fea-
tures of this bill.

It has two major parts: One, tax re-
form, by which we are requiring many
people in various segments of our so-
ciety who, in the opinion of the com-
mittee, heretofore have not paid their
lair share of the tax burden to pay a
fairer share of that tax burden now. By
tightening tax preferences or removing
them, this bill brings into the Treasury
additional revenue of some $6.6 billion.
This is major tax reform. When we
bring into the Treasury, not through
new taxes, not through new levies, but
through elimination of tax preferences,
$6.6 billion, I say t.hat is major tax
reform.

The second major provision of this bill
is the distribution of tax relief, largely,
as I have said, through an increase in
the personal exemption. In the long run,
the bill distributes something more than
is recouped through tax reform. But we
have a right to expect peace in Vietnam;
and, as a consequence, we have a right
to expect and hope that in later years the
expenditures for war will not be upon us
and that the burden of expenditures caii
be reduced. To what better purpose could
we place a small part of the cost of that
war, if it can be brought to an end, than
to give small amounts of tax relief to the
people with small incomes and children
to support?

I say, Mr. President, this a proud day,
and I am proud that it comes so near
Christmas; because tax reform and tax
relief are inded welcome presents to the
American people.

Mi'. CURTIS. Mr. President, at the out-
set, I wish to express my gratitude to
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Finance, the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. LOnG; ; the distinguished
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee, the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
WILLIAMS) ; and all my colleagms on
the Finance Committee for their co-
operation, their assistance, and the gen-
erous way in which they have handled
this matter so far as the wishes and
desires of the various members of the
committee are concerned.

There comes a time when every man
has to decide for himself whether or
not he shall support proposed legisla-
tion. In arriving at my decision I as-
sume my own responsibility only and
do not attempt to make a decision for
anyone else.

I shall vote against the conference re-
port on the tax bill. I voted against the
bill when it was before the Senate. As a
conferee, I declined to sign the confer-
once report.

While I disagree with a number of
secticns of the bill, I applaud and sup-
port many sections relating to tax re-
form. Congress has an obligation to
strive for tax reform. We should do this
to bring about justice between taxpayers
as well as to increase the revenue from
those segments of our economy which
may not be paying their fair share.

At this time I will not discu.ss the
detailed features of tile bill. I do want
to make the observation that this bill
dhcriminates against the middle class.

My opposition to this bill can be stated
very simply. I do not believe that we
should reduce taxes if'." c have to bom'row
th money to do so. I do not believe that
we should reduce taxes if to do so in-
creases the deficit and adds to the na-
tional debt.

The bill as agreed upon by the con-
ference would grant $1.4 billion in in-
come tax relief for calendar year 1970,
$4.9 billion of tax relief for calendar year
1971, and $7.3 billion in tax relief 101'
calendar year 1972.

Mr. President, I hold in my hand the
daily statement of the U.S. Treasury for
December 11, 1969. It shows that the
total outstanding debt is $372,707,695,-
992.86. The shocking thing is that this
same statement shows that the debt at
this same time a year ago was $363,126,-
294, 779.21.

Spending has not been reduced. Ap-
propriations are running higher than
the Nixon budget. The original budget
estimates include increases in postage
rates, social security taxes, and certain
user charges, none of which have been
enacted. Thei'e are other adverse factors
in reference to our budget. The interest
charge to carry the national debt is $1
billion above the original budget esti-
mate for that expenditure. Corporate
tax payments are off by a sizable amount.
The deficit situation of the Federal budg'-
otis not improving.

Now, Mr. President, I realize that a
discussion of the Federal budget is most
confusing. It is confusing because the
budget used fails to show where the Gov-
ernment stands from the standpoint of
the general operating expenses of the
Government and the revenue coming in
that is available to meet those general
operating expenses. For instance, when
the Director of the Budget appeared be-
fore the Finance Committee last July
he referred to an estimated surplus of
$0.9 billon for 1969. Actually from the
standpoint of the funds available to pay
the general bills of the Government, we
did not have a surplus but have a deficit
of about $8.6 billion because the Budget
Director was including a surplus in trust
funds of $9.5 billion. The largest item of
trust funds is of course the social secu-
rity trust funds. These funds do not be-
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long to the General Treasury. They are
held not to pay the general bills of the
Government but to pay social security
beneficiaries.

In the Budget Director's testimony on
that same day he stated that we would
have an estimated surplus of $6.3 billion
for the fiscal year which would end next
June 30. Here again trust funds were
taken into account. Were they to be dis-
regarded, Mr. Mayo stated that we would
have an estimated deficit of $4.3 billion
next June 30. The budgetary picture is
really more discouraging than it ap-
peared then. I am convinced that if this
tax bill becomes law all of its tax reduc-
tions will have to he made by increasing
deficits and increasing the national debt.
This is not fair to the people now. It is
not fair to future generations of tax-
payers.

There is nothing that can be said for
this measure from the standpoint of fiscal
responsibility. There is nothing favorable
to be said for this bill from the stand-
point of inflation control. It is very likely
that increased costs of living will more
than destroy the tax relief that comes
to the individuals who receive the relief.

Mr. JAVITS. Mi'. President, I would
like to take just a few minutes to give
my attitude on the tax bill. I think the
situation which we face in the country
is that tax reform—which is urgently
needed—extension of the surcharge and
excise taxes, and repeal of the invest-
ment tax credit, are all being held hos-
tage for tax cutting. Now, sometimes one
has to yield and surrender, but I do not
think that is the case here. I voted to
send the bill to conference in the hope
that the revenue impact of the final bill
would be negligible. But this is not the
case. Hence, I must vote against the con-
ference report. This is not an idle vote,
and I would not cast it if it were an idle
vote. I think the President will have to
look very carefully at the rollcall in the
Senate. I think the number of 'nay"
votes will be very, very meaningful. The
President must come to a judgment in
the best interests of our Nation with re-
spect to the bill.

I am heavily motivated by the fact that
we have many crying needs in this coun-
try. I will say right away, as the Senator
from Delaware said very clearly, that
certainly the conferees have done an ex-
cellent job. I am not complaining at all
about that. But I do not think our coun-
try would dream of cutting taxes at this
time if a tax-reform bill were not before
us. Tax reform is being held hostage
for an extensive tax cut. I think the cut
is unwise and improvident for the classic
reason that we are in the midst of a war,
with its attendant inflationary pressures.
The cut is also unwise at a time when
the high cost of money is largely attrib-
utable to deficiencies in fiscal policies.

There is every promise that if we pass
this bill, as it is indicated we will, the
high cost of money will continue, because
the Federal Reserve Board will be con-
vinced that only monetary policy is going
to be used in the struggle against infla-
tion.

Speaking as a Senator from a State
which has the biggest city in the country
and several other large cities, I must em-

phasize that the main deficiency in this
bill is that we are deciding now what we
are going to do with the money which
will be available from a growth in the
economy and from the "peace dividend"
which will come from a scaling down of
the Vietnam war.

We are mortgaging that growth and
that dividend to the extent that we face
at least a $10 billion budget deficit as
early as 1974. In my judgment the situa-
tion in our cities—the crisis of the cities—
is so threatening to the domestic peace
and tranquillity that I cannot in all con-
science be a party to allocating that peace
dividend to anything other than meeting
the critical problems of our cities.

Always in this body, one has to some
day vote "yea" or "nay." Nothing is ever
black and white. I support the great bulk
of the tax-reform provisions. I believe
the extension of the surcharge is essen-
tial. Under the circumstances the repeal
of the investment tax credit is indicated
although at the appropriate time I wish
to see the reimposition of an investment
incentive in the form of revised deprecia-
tion schedules and methods of deprecia-
tion. I support the increased social secu-
rity, benefits—although I agree with the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMs)
on the need for adequate financing.
There are many other things about the
bill which I would commend. But the
fundamental problem Is that we would
not have dreamed of cutting taxes under
these circumstances if this were not the
price being asked of us to achieve tax
reform. The taxpayers have been very
restless about the inequities of the sys-
tem. We also have to extend these excise
taxes and decide about continuing the
surcharge. But I think the price we are
being asked to pay is much too high
especially as it is likely to continue infla-
tionary pressures which have been a
cause for considrable concern. Especially
as it deals with mortgaging now whatever
fiscal and peace dividends may be avail-
able in the days ahead which will be so
vitally needed for dealing with our most
critical social problems. I do not feel that
it is provident, representing my State, to
bargain that away now for, the super-
ficial attractions of the bill, in view of
the inflationary course on which we are
seemingly continuing and Its terrible
drain on the economy.

If by some miracle the conference re-
port is turned down by the Senate, or
if the President decides, because he sees
the strength of the opposition in the
Senate, to veto the bill, I have every con-
fidence that we will get a social security
increase—probably with much sounder
financing—that the surcharge will be
cont.inued as we all know it must, that
the investment tax credit will be re-
pealed, and that the substantive elements
of tax reform arrived at by the conferees
will, because of public demand, become
law.

Therefore. I take this course of action
in the hope that we would be saving the
best and rejecting the worst, because one
cannot have the choice of dividing the
issue. We must vote yea or nay.

It is interesting to me that the Sena-
tor from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMs) re-
ferred to the fact that in 1967, he and
I—we arc usually at different ends of the
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ideological spectrum—joined in urging
the administration that if it were going
to make war, it should tax as a govern-
ment does when there is a war. The les-
son is clear, we cannot have it both
ways. Yet, that is the way, even now—
after all the bittter experience of infla-
tion—that we are proposing to proceed.

Again, though I feel that the conferees
have done a fine job within the deline-
ation of the principles upon which they
have operated, I regret very much that
I cannot support this conference report..

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I voted
against the Senate Tax Reform Act of
1969. I rise now to support the confer-
ence report on the Tax Reform Act, and
warmly commend the conferees for their
efforts in writing a sound, compromise
proposal.

This act as a result of the conference
is now fiscally more responsible than the
Senate-passed measure, while still ex-
tending much needed relief to low- and
middle-income taxpayers. It likewise pre-
serves most other tax reform measures
for which the bill was originally de-
signed.

The bill originally passed by the Sen-
ate, which I could not support, would
have caused a revenue loss of $1.85 bil-
lion within the next 2 years and $14.7
billion through 1974. These are the cru-
cial years for controlling and putting a
stop to inflation. If a heavy budgetary
drain had been permitted, the inflation-
ary stimulation to the economy would
have further severely undermined the
value of the dollar and cruelly cheated
those living on low or fixed incomes.

As now reported, the bill will produce
a revenue surplus of $6.5 billion within
the next 2 years and a $0.8 billion surplus
through 1974, while still providing need-
ed tax reform and tax relief to low- and
middle-income wage earners.

Mr. President, in my election campaign
of 1966, I pledged that I would do what I
could to increase the personal exemption
of $600 that has been in existence for
over 20 years. I also pledged to try to
provide tax relief for single persons, par-
ticularly those who, as heads of house-
holds, have been required to pay a dis-
proportionate share of the tax burden.

With the help of many colleagues,
headed by the distinguished minority
leader, the Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SCOTT), the distinguished minority
leader, the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
GRIFFIN), as well as the able Senator
from Kansas (Mr. DOLE), and with the
technical cooperation of Assistant Sec-
retary Cohen of the Treasury Depart-
ment and his highly gifted staff, I intro-
duced an amendment to the bill to fulfill
that pledge of 3 years ago.

To have done so earlier would have
been irresponsible, for the budget was in
severe deficit positions at that time. We
have, in fact, faced a deficit in every year
since I came to Congress up until the
present time. In addition, we did not
have an adequate impetus for tax reform
that could bring in additional revenue to
offset revenue losses resulting from the
recommendations I wanted to make. This
year, however, the conditions were right
and I was able to submit my amend-
ments.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
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sent to have printed in the RECORD a
comparison of major tax relief provisions
of the Percy-Dole, Senate, and confer-
ence provisions.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
COMPARISON OF MAJOR TAX RELIEF PROVISIONS OF

PERCY-DOLE, SENATE, AND CONFERENCE BILL

Effective July 1, 1170.
10 percent.
13 percent.

l4 percenl.
15 percent.
Maximum of 20 percent ever Inlet return rate.
Same.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the work
of the conferees is particularly gratify-
ing to me, because the compromise
agreed to on personal income provisions
closely conforms with the amendment
I offered together with Senator DOLE
when the mal;ter was before the Senate
for debate. Taxpayers will now be en-
titled to a personal exemption of $650
beginning July 1, 1970, $700 in 1972, and
$750 in 1973. In addition, a low-income
allowance of $1,000 has been provided,
relief for single persons has been in-
cluded, and a graduated increase in the
standard deduction has been concurred
in leading up to 15 percent at a $2,000
ceiling by 1973.

The bill out of conference contains
many other provisions, Mr. President,
which I supported during Senate debate
while excluding some that were un-
sound in my opinion. Among the former
are the inclusion of a minimum income
tax to prevent individuals from totally
avoiding tax obligations; the closing of
many tax loo'0holeS; and the tightening
up of public supervision over private
foundations, including a requirement,
offered as an amendment that founda-
tions pay out at least 6 percent of their
assets for philanthropic causes each
year,

Among the unsound provisions that
were deleted, I am gratified that one in
particular was eliminated. This was the
grant of authority to impose quotas on
foreign imports. While additional effort
will have to be made in the future to
spur U.S. exports while assisting U.S.
industries harmed by heavy imports, the
application o qudtas is not the solution.
Quotas only lead to inefficient commer-
cial endeavor, a misuse of resources and
factors of production, higher consumer
prices, retaliation, and a depressed
world economy.

Finally, Mr. President, I particularly
wish to commend the conferees for agree-

Ing upon a social security amendment
which increases benefits to security re•
cipients of 15 percent while not impos-
ing an undue drain upon wage earners
or unduly furthering the inflationary
spiral.

This is now, on balance, a good bill,
Mr. President, which I hope the Presi-
dent can and will support.

I urge adoption of the conference
1973 repoit.

Mr. President. at this time I should like
the Senate to know of my personal ad-
miration for the great work of the ma-
jority leader who kept our noses to the
grindstone and kept a schedule for con-
sideration of this bill that many believed
would be impossible to achieve.

He has had the full and complete co-
operation of the minority leader.

I also have great admiration for the
tremendous job done by the chairman of
the Finance Committee, the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. LONG).

He kept a backbreaking hearing and
markup schedule, with the complete co-
operation of every member of the com-
mittee, especially of the ranking minor-
ity member, the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. WILLIAMS). He also kept the Senate
fully informed every single day the bill
was in committee as to what was trans-
piring in the committee so that we could
read in the RECORD every morning what
had happened the day before. The thor-
ough analysis and summary of the hear-
ings and the recommendations that were
being made by the various interest groups
were invaluable. I would not in any way
wish to detract from the contributions
made by many Members of the majority
and the minority to the bill as it now
comes before the Senate. We should cer-
tainly commend all the members of the
Finance Committee for their diligence:

Russell B. Long (La.), Clinton P. Anderson
(N.M.), Albert Gore (Tenn.), Herman Tal-
madge (Ga.), Eugene Mccarthy (Minn.),
Vance Hartke (Ind.) J. W. Fulbright, (Ark.),
Abraham A. Ribicoff (Conn.), Fred R. Harris
(Okia.), Harry F. Byrd, Jr. (Va.)

John J. Williams (Del.), Wallace F. Ben-
nett (Utah), Carl T. Curtis (Nebr.), Jack R.
Miller (Iowa), Len R. Jordan (Idaho), Paul
J. Fannin (Ariw.), Clifford P. Hansen (Wyo.).

Our thanks also goes to the members
of the staff, who carried an unbelievable
load and who, when the committee fin-
ished, always had the additional load
placed on them of translating into lan-
guage we could understand, what the
committee had done.

So we extend our gratitude to the vari-
ous members of the staff, headed by
Larry Woodworth, who made this bill
possible.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Kansas, who was so
helpful to me in the work I was trying
to do and who furthered our cause by
his intelligent and dedicated effort.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I know the
hour is late, and every Senator is
anxious to go. I want, however, to com-
mend the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
PERCY) for his work, not only on the
personal exemption provision, but also
on the so-called super-tax on drilling
costs in connection with the explora-
tion for oil and gas.

I have discussed this issue earlier with
the chairman of the committee, the Sen-
ator from Louisiana, and he feels we
have accomplished substantially what
we intended. That is, that a tax will
not be paid on exploration expenditures.
It was not an effort to give the oil and
gas industry preferential treatment,
but only to make certain that they would
not have a tax on costs of drilling. I am
thankful for the helpful efforts of the
Senator from Illinois, as is the oil and
gas industry.

Mr. President, at the time the Senate
voted on the Tax Reform Act of 1969,
I found it necessary to vote against the
bill.

The original purpose of this legislation
was to remove the inequities in our tax
structure without contributing to the in-
flationary spiral of our economy. The
Senate Finance Committee substanti-
ally accomplished this objective. How-
ever, after the Senate completed Its de-
liberation, the $6 billion surplus recom-
mended by the committee for fiscal 1970,
was changed to a projected deficit of
$l0.650 billion increasing to $12 billion
by 1971.

Such a deficit would only have served
to increase the inflationary pressures on
the economy. Last week some of my col-
leagues were complaining about inflation
and blamed the President for failing to
bring it under control, yet only the week
before they had voted for a tax bill that
would have greatly contributed to fur-
ther inflation.

With living costs rising at a rate com-
parable to 1951, another war year, it is
indeed time for the Congress to take
some of the "unpleasant medicine" ad-
vocated by the President to bring in-
flation under control.

Mr. President, I am pleased that the
House-Senate conferees demonstrated
the kind of courage needed to make the
hard decisions necessary to turn the Sen-
ate-passed Christmas tree version of tax
legislation into a reasonable effort at tax
reform.

The conference agreement, like the ap-
proach Senator PERCY and I proposed,
provides for a modest first year adjust-
ment in the personal exemption with
gradual step increases until the exemp-
tion reaches $750 in 1973. By the gradual
approach, the revenue loss next year, a
critical year for the inflationary battle,
would be minimized. I am pleased that
the senior Senator from Tennnessee now
supports this Percy-Dole amendment.

However, Mr. President, in the end, it
is the President of the United States who
must make the decision whether the tax-
reform bill is acceptable. That decision
must be based on his assessment and that
of his economic advisers as to the effect
the tax bill will have on our economy.

We await that decision with hope and
anticipation.

1970 1971 1972

Peisooal exemptinn:
Percy-Dole $650 $700 $750 $750
Senate 700 800 800 800
Conference '650 650 700 750

Low Income allowance:
Percy-Dole 1, 050 1,000 1,000 1,000
Sevate 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Conference 1, 100 1,050 1, 000 1, 000

Standard deductiun:
Percy-Dole 21,000 31,400 1,700 2,000
Senate 2 1, 000 21,000 1,000 1, 000
Conference 1,000 31,500 2,000 22,000

Rale relief:
Percy-Dole (percent).. 0 0 1.25 2.50
Senate 0 0 0 0

Cnnterence 0 0 0 0
Single persons:

Parcy-Dole 0 () () (8)

Senate 0 (7) (7) (7)
Conference 0 (7) (7) (7)
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TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 13270) to reform
the income tax laws.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, reference
has been made to the fine work and
efforts of the staff of the Joint Commit-
tee on Internal Revenue Taxation, head-
ed over by our very able chief of staff,
Larry Woodworth, and aiso by the fine
work done by the staff of the Senate
Committee on Finance, in connection
with this measure.

We are also cognizant of the fine work
done by the staff of the House Ways and
Means Committee with regard to this
revenue bill.

Without the fine technical help of these
able staff members, it would not have
been possible to put together this bill
and to have achieved the purposes of the
conferees, nor would it have been pos-
sible to have had anything like the ad-
vice needed to pass a revenue measure
of this type.

I heard thestatement made by some-
one on one occasion that, in his judg-
ment, tDere are probably no more than
100 people in this country capable of
writing a measure of this type; and we
had about 75 people working on the bill.
I have discussed this matter with peo-
ple who are knowledgeable in this field,
and they agreed with that proportion.
Some of those technicians were borrowed
from the Treasury Department. I wish
to thank them for the help they gave
us in connection with the measure. As-
sistant Secretary Cohen and his able staff
gave us all the help of which they were
capable.

Some of the pamphlets that have been
prepared have been enormously helpful.
I think no one could really understand
this bill and how it was structured if he
did not have available to him a fine
pamphlet prepared by the joint commit-
tee, with the assistance, of the commit-
tee staff to which I have referred, show-
ing the impact of 'that bill on groups and
on the Government, and showing how it
affected various groups and various in-
terests as it passed through the various
stages of its proceedings.
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I ask unanimous consent that there be differences between the Senate- and There being no objection, the analysis

printed in the RECORD an analysis &f the House-passed bills as It went to confer- was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
bill as well as an analysis of the basic ence, and the results, as follows:

TABLE 1.—BALANCING OF TAX REFORM AND TAX RELIEF UNDER HR. 13270—CALENDAR YEAR TAX LIABILITY

un millions of dollarsi

Tax reform and re-
peal of investment
credit' +4, 165 +5, 080 +5, 215 +5, 750 —6,905

Income tax relief under
House bill — 1, 912 — '6, 568 —9, 273 —9, 273 —9, 273

Balance between reform
(+) and relief (—) under
House bill' +2, 253 —1, 488 —4, 058 —3, 523 —2, 368

Extension of surchirge and
excises +4, 270 +800 +800

Total +6, 523 —688 —3, 258 —3, 523 —2, 368

B. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE (DEC. 11, 1969)

Tan form program uedei
Senate bill +915 +1, 135 —455 +65 +895

Ameodmeot of investment
credit +1, 710 .4-2, 200 +2,200 +2, 300 +2, 510

Tax reform and
amendment of
inoestmerit crediL - +2,625 +3,335 +1,745 +2,365 +3,405

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (AUG. 7, 1969)

Tax reform program order
House bill ' +1,665 +2, 080 +2, 215 +2,650 +3, 605

Repeal of investment credit.. +2,500 +3,000 +3,000 +3,100 +3,300

Tan reform and repeal
of investment credit' +4,165 .4-5,080 +5,215 +5,740 +6,905

Income tax relief:
Low-income allowance. - —625 —625 —625 —625
Removal of phaseoat on

low income allowance —2,027 —2,027 —2,027
Increase in standard

deductinnn ' —1,087 ' —867 —1,373 —1,373
Rate reduction —2,249 —4,498 —4,498
1aaimum 50-percent

rate on earned income —200 —150 —100 —100
Intermediate fan treat-

ment br cei:tain
single persons, etc —650 —650 —650

Total tax relief
under Fouse bilf. I —1,912 I —6,568 —9,273 —9,273 —9,273

Balance between ri'form (+)
and relief (—) under
Horse bill'

Extension of surcharge and
+2,253 —-1,488

-

—4,058 —3,523 —2,368

excises

Total

+4,270 +800 +800

+6, 523 —688 —3,258 —3, 523 —2,368

B. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE (DEC. 11, 1969)

Tan reform program under
Senate bill +915 4-1,135 —455 +65

Amendment ef investment
credit

-

+1,710 4-2, 200 +2,200 +2,380

Tan reform and amendment
xl investment credit +2, 625 4-3, 335 +1, 745 +2, 365 +3, 405

lecome tax relief:
Low-income allowance -
Change in phaeout on

low income allowance.

Balance between reform
(+) and relief (—)
under Senate bill' —1,330 —5,548 —7,138 —6,518 —5,478

Evtonsixn of surcharge and
excises +4, 720 +800 4-000

Total +2,932 —4,748 —6,338 —6,518 —5,479

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE (DEC. 19, 1969)

Tax reform program under
conference bill +1,158 +1,430 +1,660 +2.195 4.3,320

Repeal of investment credit +2,500 +2,990 -1-2, 990 +3,090 +3,300

Tan reform and
repeal of invest-
ment credit +3, 650 +4, 420 +4, 650 +5, 285 4-6, 620

Income tan relief under
conference bill —1,441 —4,927 —7,269 —9,134 —9,134

Balance between reform
(+) and relief (—)under
conference bill' +2,209

Extension of surcharge and
encises +4,270

Total +6,479 — +293 —1,819 —3,849 4

Income tao relief—Continued
Increase in enemption - - —3,267 —6,406 —6,406 —6,406 —6,406
Tan treatsnenl of single

persons —420 —420 —420 —420

Total tan relief
under Senate bilL —3,963 —8,883 —8,803 —8,883 8, 803

Balance between refnrm
(+) and relief (—) under
Senate bill —1, 338 —5, 548 —7, 138 —6, 518 —5, 478

Entonsini, of nurcharge and
eocioen +4, 270 .4-800 -1-800

Total +2,932 —4,748 —6,338 —6, 518 —5,

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE (DEC. 19, 1969)

Tan reform under conference
bill +1,150 +1,430

Repeal of investment credit. +2, 500 +2,990

Tan reform avd repeal
of iovestmentcredit +3,650 +4,420 +4,650 +5,285

Income tan relief:
Low-income alIowance. —625 —1,592
Increase in standard

deductions —1,207
Increase in enemptiov_ - —816 —1,633
hiaximum 50-percent

rate on earued in-
come 75

Tax treatment of single
persons —420 —420 —420 —420

Total tan relief
under confer-
once bill —1,441 —4,927

Balance between retorm (+)
and relief (—) under con-
ference bill +2,209

Eotensivn of surcharge and
excises +4,270

—507 —2, 619 —3, 849 514

+800 +800

—2,

+293 —1,019 —3,849 —2,514Total +6, 479

1970 1971 1972 1974 Long run

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (AUG. 7, 1969)

Tao reform program under Income tan relief under
House bill' +1,665 +2,080 +2,215 +2,650 +3,605 Senate bill —3,963 —8,883 —8,803 —8,083 —8,083Repeal of investment credit.... +2,500 +3,000 +3,000 +3,100 +3,300

1970 1971 1972 1974 Long run

B. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE (DEC. 11, 1969)—Continued

—507 —2, 619 —3, 849 —2, 514

+800 _+808

I Revised.

TABLE 2.—BALANCING OF TAX REFORM AND TAX RELIEF UNDER HR. 13270—CALENDAR YEAR TAX LIABILITY

tIn millions of dollarsi

1970 1971 1972 1974 Long run 1970 1971 1972 1974 Long rue

B. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE (DEC. 11. 1969)—Continued

—625

—2,027

—1,373
—4,498

—100

—650

+1,660 +2,195
+2,990 +3,090

43,320
+3,300

+895

+2. 510

—2, 057 —2, 057

—1,355 —1,642
—3,267 —4,845

-16, 620

—2,057

—1,642
—4, 045

—550 —550 —550 —550

—146 —1,507 —1,507 —1,507

—170 —170 —170

—5, 550

—1, 507

Revised.
t971: 13 percent, $1,500 ceiling; 1972: 14 percent, $2,000 ceiling; 1973: 15 percent, $2,00021970; 13 perceint, $1,400 ceiling; 1971: 14 percent, $1,700 ceiling; 1972: 15 percent $2,000 ceiling.ceiling,
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TABLE 2.—BALANCING OF TAX REFORM AND TAX RELIEF UN DER HR. 13270—CALENDAR YEAR TAX LIABILITY—Continued

(n millions of dollars]

S 17591

Adjusted gross income
class

Increase (+)
decrease (—)

from reform and
relief provisions

Tao under —
present

law Amount
(millions) (millions) Percentage

Increase (+)
decrease (—)

tram reform and
relief provisions

Tan under
present

Adjostvd grosu income law I Amoant
class (millions) (millions) Percentage

Adjusted gross incosin
class

Increase (+)
decrease (—)

from reform and
reliet provisions

Tao onder
present

law 1 Amount
(millions) (millions) Percentngn

0 ta $3,000 $1, 169

0 to $3,000 $1, 169 —$775 —66.3 $3,000 to $5,000 3,320

$3,000 to $5,000 3320 —1 049 —31.6 $5,000 to $7,000 5,591

$5,000 to $7,000 5,591 --996 —17.8 $7,000 to $10,000 11,792

$7,000 to $10,000 11792 —1349 —11.4 $10,000 to $15,000 18, 494

$10,000 to $15,000 18494 —1932 —10.4 $15,000 to $20,000 9,184

$15,000 to $20,000 9,184 1775 —8.4 $20,000 to $50,000 13, 988

$20,000 to $50,000 13988 —976 —70 to $100,000 6,659

$50,00 to $100,000 6,659 —365 —5. 5 $100,000 and over 7, 686

$100,000 and over 7,686 +324 +4.2

Total 77, 884 —7,893 —10.1

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE (DEC. 19. 1969)

—79. 1 0 to $3,000 $1, 169 —$816 -—-69.8
—40.8 $3,000 ta $5,000 3,320 —1,101 -33.2
—20.3 $5,000 to $7,000 5,591 —1,112 -—19.9
—20.2 $7,000 to $10,000 11,792 —1,859 ---15.8
—13,3 $10,000 to $15,000 18, 494 —2,327 —12.6
—11.9 $15,000 to $20,000 9,104 —791 —8.6
—6.1 $20,000 to $50,000 13,988 —715 -—5.1

—1.6 $50,000 to $100,000 6,659 —128 —1.9

-j•8. I $100,000 and over 7,686 +557

Total 77, 884 —8,294 — -—10,6

I Enclosive of lao sorchargn. Note: Details do not necessarily add to lntals because of rounding.

TABLE 4--TAX RELIEF PROVISIONS UNDER HR. 13270 AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS AND TOTAL FOR ALL REFORM AND RELIEF PROVISIONS AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS, WHEN FULLY FFFECTIVE,

BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME CLASS, 1969 LEVELS

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (AUG. 7, 1969)

Relief provisions

15-percent General rate Manimom
Relorm Low income Etiminatios $2 000 stand- reduction tax on earned. Intermediate

provisions allowance of phaseoot ard deductian (millions) income tax treatmest

—$552 —$202
—72 —788

—1 —594
—335 —$228
—83 —789
—16 —231

—8 —117
—1 —7

Retnrm Low income
provisions allowance

010 $3,000
$3,000 to $5,000
$5,000to$7,000
$7,000 to $10,000
$10,000 to $15,000
615,00010 $20,000
$20,000tn$50,000 —

$50,000 to $100,000
$100,000 and over

Total

$800 Tao treatment
exemption of single Total relief
(millions) persons provisions

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE (DEC. 19, 1969)

Relief provisions

$750
Relorm Low income exemption

Adjusted gross income class provisions allowance (millions)

Oto $3,000
$3,000 to $5,000
$5,000 to $7,000
$7,000 to $10,000
$10,000 to $15,000
615,00010 020,000
$20,000 to $50,000
$50,000 to $100,000
$100,000 and over

Total

—$140 —$822 —$816
—366 —$10 —1,095 —1,101
—612 —31 —$7 —1,108 —1,112

—1,244 —366 —45 —1,853 —1,058
—1, 407 —858 —68 —2, 333 —2, 327

—480 —242 —62 —784 —791
—462 —125 —$5 —179 —771 —715
—104 —8 —30 —40 —182 —128

—30 —1 —135 —17 —183 +557

Nvte. Details do not necessarily add to totals becaose of roanding.

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (AUG. 7,

1969)

Ia. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE (DEC. Il. 1969)

—$925
-1,355
—1,581
—2,380
—2, 460
—1,092

—851
—108
+625

Total -- 77884 —10.128 —13.0

Adjusted gross income class

Ota $3,000
$3,000 In $5,800
$5,000to$7,000
$7,000 to $10,000
$10,000 to $15,000
$15,000 to $20,080
$20,000 to $50,000
$50,000 100100,000
$100,000andooer

+$1

±3
+7
f26

+23
+90

+137
+1,081

Total +1,380

Total reliel Total, all
provisions provisions

—$27
—141
—329
—663
—975
—496
—806
—420 —$20
—641 —80

Adjusted gross income class

—$10 —$791 —$775
—45 —1,046 —1,049
—75 —999 —996

—130 —1,356 —1,349
—111 —1,958 —1,932

—55 —798 —775
—135 —1,066 —976

—54 —502 —365
— 35 —757 +324

—625 —2,027 —1,373 —4,498 —100 —650 —9,273 —7,893

B. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE (DEC. 11, 1969)

Relief provisions

—$69 —$682 —$174 —$856
—159 —719 —477 —1,196
—313 —458 —803 —$7 —1,268
—492 —198 —1,645 —45 —1,888.
—517 —1,875 —68 —1,943
—391 —639 —62 —701

—57 —615 —179 —794
+71 —139 —40 —179

+682 —40 —17 —57

Total, all
provisions

—$925
—1,355
—1,581
—2, 380
—2, 460
—1,092

—851
—108
+625

—1,245 —2,057 —6,406 —420 —8,883 —10,128

15-percent
$2,000 Maoimom tax Tax treatment

standard on earned of siogle
ded4ctioo income persons

±06 —$682
—6 —7,9
—4 —458
—5 —198I

±56+54..
+740

Total relief - Total, II
provisions provisions

+840 —2,057 —4,845 —1,642 —170 —420 —9,134 —8,294
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TABLE 4k—INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX RELIEF PROVISIONS IN HR. 13270, CALENDAR YEARS 1970-73

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE DR REPRESENTATIVES

Provision 1970 1971 1972 1973

Minimum standard dedectinu I $1,100—I:? $1,100 $1,100
Percentage standard deduction 13 percent—$1,400__.,.. 14 percnnt—$1,700 15 percent—$2,000
Rate reduction 2 34 of reduction Full reduction
Manimam tan rate no earned income 50 percent 50 percent 50 percent
Intermediate tantreatmintforcertain single 34 split income benefit 34 split income benefit

persons, etc.'

B. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

Minimem standard dedactinn '$1, 000-1:4 $1,000 $1,000
Personal noemptinu $700 $800 $800
Tan treatment of single persons Tao en greater than 120 percent of Tao greater than 128 percent of

joint return tax with same Jaint return tax ruth sgme
taeable income. tanahfn income.

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

Minimum standard dedictian I $1,100—i :2 0 $1,058—i :15 $1,000 $1,800.
Percentage standard dednctian 13 percent—$i,SOt 14 percent—$2000 15 percent—$2,00t.
Personal enemptino $650 from July 1 $650 $700 $750.
Manimum tan rate on earned incnmn 60 percent 50 percent 50 percent.
Tan treatment at single persons Tax no greater than t20 percent at Tan no greater than 120 percent of Tan na greater than 120 percent of

joint return tan with same tasn- joint return tan with same tans- joint return tax with same tuna-
ble incdme. ble income. ble income.

I This law-income sllnwance, or minimum standard dedsctisa, in "phased nst" by reducing 'Widaws and widowers regardless at age, and single persans age 35 and nver use the head-
the additional allowance (difference between the 1969 minimum standard aedaction and $1,100) nf-hausehnld rate nchedn(n, i.e., tao liability halfway between that at the regular rate schedule
by $1 far every $2 of adjusted grass inceme ie eecess of the 1970 nantasable level. used by single persons and the joint return schedule; surviving spouses with dependent children

A redactian of at least 1 percentage paint in each bracket with a 5 percent or mare reduction under age 19 or attending school would have the joint return prinitegs.
in tan in all brackets, taking place in 2 equal ntagnn in 1971 and 1972. , a TIm entire minimum standard dndactinn ($1,800) in "phased nut" by rndncing it by $1 for

0 Under the Hnusn bill the specified manimnm marginal rate is applicable to earned income; every $4 of adjusted gross income above the onatasabln level.
under the conference bill the specIfied maximum mxrginal rate in applicable ta earned income n Thin minimum standard deduction is ''phaend nut" by. reducing the additional allowanca
Inns preference income over $38,800 in the current year or the average tax prnlnrnncns in nscnsn (difference between the ItIt minimum standard deduction and $1,050) by $1 tar every $15 of
of $38,000 far the current year and the prior 4 years, whichever is greater, adjusted grass income in excess of the 1971 nantanahln level.

TABLE 5.—TAX REFORM PROVISIONS UNDER HR. 13270 AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS, FULL-YEAR EFFECT—BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME CLASS

A. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (AUG. 7, 1969)

Eliminate Averag- Rn-
alfnrna- 6- to 12- ing in- ducnd
five fax month clading Dn- per-
rate no gains Capital Pension Life capital fnrrnd Chari- Inter- cnnt- Acca- Tan- Limit

long- included toss plan estates gains cum- table nsf age mula- Moving tree on taxAdjasled gross term at Ito limila- prnvi- provi- and t28 pen- deduc- dedec- dnpln- tino no- Farm ResI divi- prefer- Alloca-income class gains I pnrcnnt I tian nina sino pnrcnnt nation tinon tino finn trusts pensnn losses natato dnnds encea tinn Total

(millions)

D to $3,000 +$i + (2) (2) (5) +$t (2) —$1 (2) (2) +$iO (2) +$i6$3,080 to $5,880 +2 +3 +$i (2) (5) +1 (2) —u (2) (2 +8 (2) _3
$5,080 to $7,000 +2 +5 +2 (2) (5) +2 +$i —13 (n +$t +3 (2) 4-3$7,808 to $to,ogg, +5 +9 +3 (2) (5) +2 +1 —23 +34 +2 +3 (2 .37
$10,080 fn $15,800 ±18 +15 +0 —$5 Q) +5 +3 —29 +10 +3 +3 +62 +26$15,600 to $20,000 +10 +0 +6 —30 (5) +5 +3 —10 +10 +3 +15 4-3 4-23$20,000 In $60,g00_ +$l +35 +16 +17 ® +19 +16 —it +45 +17 +10 +35 -390$50,000 to $100,000.. +lt +30 +4 +10 +$5 —105 +34 +13 +17 —2 +$5 +50 +19 +10 -f-65 +137$i00,g00 and uver_ -- +348 +55 (2) +22 +5 —50 +20 +020 +020 +22 +29 (2) +20 +140 +35 +30 +365 +t, Ott

Total — +360 +150 +65 +70 +10 —3tt +25 +20 +20 +70 +70 —tOO +25 +260 +go +t5 +470 +1,380

B. AS PASSED BY T HE SENATE (DEC. ii, 1969)

Rn-

Adisafed-gross
income clans

Cfnangn
alterna-
five tan

nn long-
form

gains I

Capitol
loss

limi-
Ialiea

Life Avnrag-
estates ingot
provi- 120

sian pnrcnni

Chari-
tabln

dndnc-
finns

ducnd
pnr

cent-
age Accumo- Moving

depln- lation no-
finn trusts pnnnnn

For-
nigo

income
Farm

lenses
Real

estate

Tan Tan on
free prefer-

divi- noce in-
dnnds come

Aged
mndi-

cal en-
penans

Trans-
porta-

finn
for

din-
ablnd

Highnr
edoca-

finn
no-

pnnnns

Chil-
Citrus drnn'n
grove nsnrnp-
costs lieu Tofu1

(millions)
0 to $3,000 +ss 1) (1) (2) C). (2) +02 —$2 —$1 —$78 —$2 —$69$3,000 to $5,000 +3 (9 +11 +61 —12 (2) (2) (2) —6 —g —130 —g —159$5,088 te $7,880 +5 (2) +1 +1 —14 (2) (2) +$l (5) —13 —10 —260 (9 —16 —313$7,800 In $10,000 +9 +1 +t —26 +$f +05 +2 (2) —tO —33 —410 (2) —24 —492$t0,ggo to $15,000 +15 —$5 +2 +5 —32 +3 +10 +3 (2) —26 —20 —455 (1) —17 —517$15,000 to $20,000 +1 —20 +2 +6 —u +10 +10 +3 Q) 15 5 _375 (9 4 391$20,860 tn $50,000.. +01 +16 (2) —45 +0 +30 —12 +10 - +40 +17 +40 —65 —4 —100 -1-62 —3 —57$58,000 In $l00,000_ +7 +4 +05 —30 +5 +32 —2 +1 - +05 +5 +19 -+20 —49 —i +3 —f .f7f$100,000 and ever. -- +242 (1) +5 —10 +020 +10 +54 (2) (2) +20 +125 +35 +207 —31 (5) +5 (2) 4-602

Total +250 +65 +10 —itO +20 +30 +130 - —fit +25 +25 +235 +00 +205 —225 —90 —1,000 4iO —75 —1,245

Footnote at eand of table.
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TABLE 5.—TAX REFORM PROVISIONS UNDER HR. 13270 AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS, FULI.-YEAR EFFECT—BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME CLASS—Continued

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE (DEC. 19, 1969)

Change Averaging
alterna- including Reduced
tine tan Capital Peosino Life capital Charl. percent- Accumu- Tax on

on tong, loss plan estates gains and table Interest age lation Moving Tax tree prefer— Citrus

Adjusted grnss term limi- prnvi- provi' 120 dedec- deduc- depletion trusts expenses Farm Real dlvi- ence grove

income class gains I tation Sian sian percent tinns tinn (millions) (millions) (millions) losses estate dends income casts Total

0 to $3,000 +$5 (2) (5) (5) (2) —$1 (2) (2) +62 +66
$3,000 to $5,000 +3 +61 (2) +61 +61 —12 (2) (2) (2) —6

$5,000 to $7,000 +5 +2 (2) +1 +1 —14 (5) +61 (2) (2) .—4

$7,000 to $10,000 +9 +3 (2) +1 +1 —26 +65 +2 (2) (2) _5
$10000 to sis,ooo +15 +8 —$5 +3 +4 —32 +10 +3 (2) (5) +6
$15,000 to $20,000 +8 +5 —30 +3 +5 11 +10 +3 (2) (2) 1
$20,000 to $50,000 +61 +16 +14 (2) —110 +11 +27 —12 +42 +17 +48 +62 +56
$50,000 to $100,000.,.. +7 +4 +8 +65 —105 +7 +28 —2 +65 +47 +19 +28 +3 +54
$100,000 and over +267 (2) +19 +5 —50 +620 +620 +13 +48 (2) +20 +131 +35 +207 +5 +740

Total +275 +65 +60 +10 —300 +20 +20 +40 +115 —110 +25 +245 +80 +285 +10 +840

lAssumes 34 nI effect as compared with no change in realizatioa. 2 Less than $500,000.

TABLE 6.—REVENUE ESTIMATES, TAX REFORM UNDER HR. 13270, CALENDAR YEAR LIABILITY I

(In millions ot dollarsi

As passed

Provision 1970

by the House of Represenlatives As passe d by the Senate As ppraved by the cnnterence

1971 1972 1974
Lnng

run 1970 1971 1972 1974
Long

run 1970 1971 1972 1974
Long

run

Corporate capital gains 175 175 175 17 175 140 175 175 175 175 105 175 175 175 175

Foundations 65 70 75 85 100 20 25 25 25 30 35 35 40 45 55

Unrelated business income 5 5 5 5 20 5 5 5 5 20 5 5 5 5 20

Contributions 5 10 20 20 20 5 10 20 20 20 5 10 20 20 20

Farm losses (2) 5 10 10 25 25 25 25 25 25 (2) 5 10 10 25

Maying expenses —100 —100 —100 —100 —100 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110

Railroad amortization (2) —5 —15 —60 —85 —125 —115 —160 —185 —105 —105 —95 —140 —165 —85

Amortization at pnf lotion facilities a —40 —130 —230 —380 —400 —15 —40 —70 —115 —120 —15 .-40 —70 —115 —120

Corporate mergers, etc 10 20 25 40 70 (5) () (2) (2) (2) 5 10 15 25 40

Multiple corporati000 445 475 4105 4175 235 30 70 120 235 235 25 60 100 195 35

Accumulation trusts 50 70 70 70 70 5 10 35 60 130 10 25 35 55 115

Income averaging —300 —300 —300 —300 —300 —110 —110 —110 —110 —110 —300 —300 —300 —300 —300

Deterred compensation: -

Restricted stock (2) (2) (2) (5) (2) (5) (5) (2) (2) (2) (5) (2) (2) (2) (5)

Otherdeterred compensation (2) (2) 5 10 25

Stack dividends (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (5) (2) (5) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2)

Subchapter S (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (a) (2)

Tax-tree dividends 80 80 80 80 80 80

Financial institotioss:
Commercial banks:

Reserves 250 250 250 250 250 225 150 125 100 100 225 150 125 100 250

Capital gaios 50 50 50 50 50 (2) 5 5 10 50 5 10 15 25 50

Mutual thritt reserves:
Savings and loan associations 10 25 35 60 125 10 20 30 40 40 20 35 45 60 85

Mutual savings banks (5) 5 10 15 35 20 25 30 35 35 25 25 30 30 35

Tas-esempt interest (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) p

ledividual capitol gains:
Capital lnss provisions 50 50 55 60 65 50 50 55 60 65 50 50 55 60 65

6-months—i year holding periods 100 150 150 150 150

Pensinn plans (2) 5 10 25 70 (2) 5 10 20 60

Casualty loss _—
(2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (a) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (a) (a)

Sale of papers (2) (2) (2) (2) (5) (5) (5) (2) (5) (5) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2)

Life estates 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Franchises (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (5) (5) (5) (5) (2) (2) (2) (5) (5) (2)

Alternative rate provisions 360 260 260 360 360 150 200 250 250 250 165 220 275 275 275

Natural resources:
Production payment 100 110 125 150 200 100 110 125 150 200 110 110 125 150 200

Percentage depletion 400 400 400 400 400 150 150 150 150 150 235 235 235 235 235

Foreign depletion 25 10 (2) (2) (2)

Foreign income:
Lass carryover 35 35 3 3
Restriction on mineral credits 30 30 30 30 30

Reducedesciosion 25 25 25 25 25

Individual interest deduction 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

Regulated utilitiesns 60 140 185 260 310 60 140 185 260 310 60 140 185 260 310

Cooperatives (2) (2) (5) (2) (2)

Limit onion preferences 40 50 60 70 85

Allocation 205 420 425 440 470

Tan on preference income 630 635 645 670 680 590 595 600 625 635

Real estase:
Used proyerty52 15 40 65 150 250 15 35 55 125 210 15 35 .55 130 220

New nonhousing (2) 60 170 435 960 (2) 60 170 435 960 (2) 60 170 435 960

Capital gaio, recapture 5 15 25 50 125 () 5 10 20 50 (2) 10 15 30 80

Rehabilitation 55 —15 —50 —100 —200 —330 —15 —50 —100 —200 —330 —15 —50 —100 --200 —330
Medical expenses for aged —225 —225 —225 —225 —225

Transportation deductioo for disabled —90 —90 —90 —90 —90

Loeniption tsr toster children (2) (2) (5) (2) (2)

Revision of children's support test 75 _75 _75 7 —75

Capitalization of citravgrove espeoses 5 10 tO 10 10 5 00 10 10 10

Credit toreducation expense —1,800 —1,800 —1,800

Total tao reform I,665 42,000 42,215 2,650 3,605 915 1,135 —455 65 895 1,150 1,430 1,660 2,195 3,320

Plan invnstmevt credit 2,500 3,000 3,000 3,100 3,300 1,710 2,200 2,200 2,300 2.510 2,500 2,990 2,990 3,090 3,300

Total 44,165 45,000 5,2l5 5,750 6,905 2,625 3,335 1.745 2,365 3,405 3,650 4,420 4,650 5,285 6,620

I Escepl as indicated these estimates are all at current levels, the time difference being solely to Assums 34 of effect as compared wilh no change in realization.
show the phasein. Note: Calendar year 1969 estimates, not shown above, areas follows: under the House bitt and the

!5estt15v
I 1 1979

Conterence bill repeal of the investment credit $900,000,000 and under the Senate hill amendment
oeoise0i05 in e ong run co nmns are or of the investment credit 6370.000,000; under the House bill corporate capital gains 675,000,000.

I Assumes growth.
ig1Porations $20,000,000, accumulation trusts $20,000,000, and individual capital gains
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TABLE 7.—TAXABLE RETURNS UNDER PRESENT LAW AND NUMBER MADE NONTAXABLE BY RELIEF PROVISIONS OF HR. 132 70

A. AS PASSED BY IHE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
(AUG. 7, 1969)

LNumber of returns in thnusandsl

I Provisions effective for tan year 1972 and thereafter.
2 Revised.

3 Provisions effective for tan year 1971 and thereafter.
Provisions effective for tax year 1973 and thereafter.

Single persons under 35 (othsr Single persons 35 and over (and
than widows and widowers) widows and widowers at any age)

Tax decrease Tan decrease
Adjusted gross Toa under

income (wages present Tao under Percent- Tax under Percent-
and salaries) law HR. 13270 Amount age H.R. 13270 Amount age

$900 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

$1,700 $115 0 $115 100.0 0 $115 100.0
C1,750 123 $7 116 94.3 $7 116 94.3
i,8O° 130 13 117 90.0 13 .117 90.0
$3,000 329 180 149 45.3 175 154 46.0
$3,500 415 258 157 37.8 250 165 39.8
$4,000 500 344 156 31.2 331 169 33.8
$5,000 671 524 147 21.9 501 170 25.3
$7,500 1,168 1,023 145 12.4 957 211 18.1
$10,000 1, 742 1, 507 235 13, 5 1, 399 343 19. 7
$12,500 2, 398 2, 078 320 13. 3 1, 907 491 20. 5
$15,000 3,154 2,806 348 11.0 2,532 622 19.7
$17,500 3, 999 3, 683 316 7. 9 3,250 749 18. 7
$20,000 4,918 4,650 268 5.4 4,042 876 17,8
$25,000 6,982 6, 566 416 6. 0 5,643 1, 339 19. 2

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

Adjusted gross income Tax under Tax under

Tax decrease

(wages and salaries) present law HR. 13270 Amount percentage

$900 0 0 0 0
$1,700 $115 0 $115 100.0
$1,750 123 0 123 100.0
$1,800 130 0 130 100.0
$3,000 329 $177 152 46.2
$3,500 415 259 156 37.6
$4,000 500 348 152 30.4
$5,000 671 538 133 19.8
$7,500 1,168 1,047 121 10.4
$10,000 1,742 1,640 102 5.9
$12,500 2,398 2,212 186 7.8
$15,000 3, 154 2, 833 321 10. 2
$17,500 3,999 3, 505 494 12. 4
$20,000 4,918 4,238 680 13.8
$25,000 6,982 5,076 1,106 15.8

Sin$Ie persons 35 ned over (and
Single persons under 35 (other widows aed widowers at aey

than widows and widowers) age)

Tax Tax decrease Tax decrease
Adjusted gross under Under Under ——
income (wages present HR. Percent- HR. Percent-
and salries) law 13270 Amount age 13270 Amount age

$900 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
$1,00 $114 0 $114 100.0 0 $114 100.0
$1,750 120 $7 113 94.2 $7 113 94.2
$1,800 126 13 113 89.7 13 113 89.7
$3,000 286 180 106 37.1 175 III 38.8
$3,500 361 258 103 28.5 250 Ill 30.7
$4,000 439 344 95 21.6 331 108 24.6
$5,000 595 524 71 11.9 501 94 15.8
$7,500 1,031 976 55 5.3 915 116 11.3
$10,000 1,530 1,438 92 6.0 1,336 194 12.7
$12,500 2,092 1,976 116 5.5 1,816 276 13.2
$15,000 2,734 2,580 154 5.6 2,342 392 14.3
$17,500 2,460 3,265 195 5.6 2,910 550 15.9
$20,000 4,252 4,016 236 5.6 3,520 732 17.2
$25,000 6,025 5,688 337 5.6 4,905 1,120 18.6

Footnote at end of table.

B. AS PASSED BY THE SENATEs (DEC. 11, 1969) C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE4 (DEC. 19, 1969)

- Returns made Returns Retorns
Retorns made Returns nontaxable by remaining made non-
oontasable by Returns taxable low income taxable—but taxable by

low-income remaining under allowance and benefiting low-income
Returvs allowance tasable—but Adjusted gross present $800 from the relief allowance, Returns
taxable and 15 per- benefiting income class law exemption provixinnx 15 percent remaining

coder cent $2,000 from the Returns $2,000 tanxbte.—
Adjusted gross present standard relief tanable standard but benefiting
income class law deduction2 provisions 080 $3,000 10,053 6,111 3,942 under deduction from the

____________________________________________________

$3,000 to $5,000_ -- 9,562 1,445 8,117 Adjusted gross present and $750 relief
$5,000 to $7,000 - -- 9,779 570 9,209 income class law esemptinn provinioox

0 to $3,000 10, 053 5,149 4,904 $7,000 to $10,000 13, 815 211 13,604

____________________ ____________

$3,000 to $5,000 -- 9,562 405 9,157 $10,000 to $15,000. 13,062 36 13,026 —

$5,000 to $7,000 - -- 9,779 24 $15,000 to $20,000.._ 3,852 - 3,852 0 to $3 000 10,053 5,846 4207
$7,000 to $10,000__ 13, 815 8 13, 807- $20,000 to $50,000 2,594 2,594 $3,000 o $5.000. -- 9 562 1,131 8431
$10,000 to $15,000_ 13, 062 4 13, 058 $50,000 to $100,000.. 340 340 $5,000 to $1,000 - . - 9779 424 9, 355
$15,000 to $20,000 - 3, 852 2 3,850 $100,000 and over - 95 95 $7,000 to $10 000 - - 13, 815 172 13,643
$20,000 to $50,000.. 2,594 2,594 ——— $10,000 to $1,000_ 13, 062 28 13 034
$50,000 to S100,000_ 340 340 Total 63, 152. 8,373 54, 977 $15,000 to $20,000 - 3,852 2 3:850
$100,000 and over 95 95 $20,000 to $50,000. 2,594 2,594

— $50 000 to $l00,000 340 340
Total 63,152 5,592 57, 560 iob,ooo and nver. 95 95

Total 63, 152 7,603 55, 549

TABLE 8.—TAX BURDEN ONTHE SINGLE PERSON UNDER PRESENT LAW' AND UNDER HR. 1

13270 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,2 AS PASSED BY THE SENATE,3

AND AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE'

A. ASSUMIG loNBUSfNESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCENT OF INCOME -
1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TABLE 8—Continued

3. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

Adjusted grnxx income
(wages and salaries)

Tan decreaxe
Tax under Tax under

present law' HR. 13270 Amount Percentage

$900
$1,700
$1,750
$1,800
$3,000
$3,500
$4,000
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$12,500
$15,000
$17,500
$20,000
$25,000

0 0 0 0

$115 0 $115 100.0
123 0 123 100.0
130 $7 123 94.6
329 185 144 43.8
415 267 147 35.5
500 357 143 28. 5
671 547 124 18.4

1,168 1,031 136 11.7
1,742 1,530 212 12.2
2,398 2,059 339 14.2
3,154 2,702 452 14.3
3,999 3,442 556 13.9
4,918 4,255 663 13.5
6,982 5,895 1,087 15.6

B. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 18 PERCENT OF INCOME

I. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
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Tax under
Adjusted gross lucome (wages present law
and salaries)

B. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 18 PERCENT OF INCOME—Continued TABLE 9—Continued

1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Continued A. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCENT OF INCOME—Continued

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE—Continued

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

Tax under
H.R. 13270

Tax decrease

Amount Percentage

$900 0 0

$1,700 $114 0

$1,750 120 0

$1000 126 0

$3,000 286 $177

$3500 361 259

$4,000 439 348

$5,000 595 538

$7,500 1,031 974

$10,000 1,530 1,440

$12,500 2,092 1,953

$15,000 2,734 2,495

$17,500 3,460 3,080

$20,000 4,252 3,706

$25,000 6,025 5,122

0 0

$114 100.0
120 100.0
126 100.0
109 38.1
102 28.3

91 20.7
57 9.6
57 5.5
04 5.5

139 6.6
239 8.7
380 11.0
546 12.8
903 15,0

3. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

.

Adlusfnd gross income Tax under Tax under
(wages and salaries) preseut lawi HR. 13270

Tax decrease

Amount Percentage

.
. Tan decrease

Adjusted gross income Tax under Tax under
(wages and salaries) present law HR. 13270 Amuuut Percentage

$12,500 1,831 1,743 88 4.8
$15,000 2, 335 2, 238 97 4. 2

$17,500 2, 898 2, 798 100 3.5
$20,000 3, 484 3, 372 112 3.2
$25,000 4, 796 4, 668 128 2. 7

3. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

$1,600 0 0 0 0

$2,300 $98 0 $98 100.0
$2,500 126 0 126 100.0
$2,600 140 $14 126 90.0
$3,000 200 70 130 65. 0

$3,500 275 140 135 49.1
$4,000 354 215 139 39.3
$5,000 501 370 131 26.2
$7,580 915 786 128 14.0
$10,000 1,342 1,190 152 11.3
$12,500 1, 831 1, 628 203 11. 1

$15,000 2, 335 2, 150 185 7. 9

$17,500 2,898 2,760 138 4.8
$28,000 3, 484 3, 400 84 2. 4

$25,000 4, 796 4, 700 96 2. 0

B. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 18 PERCENT OF INCOME

1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

$900 0 0 0 0

$1,700 $114 0 $114 100.0

$1,750 120 0 120 100.0

$1,800 126 $7 119 94.5

$3,000 286 185 101 35.4

$3,500 361 267 94 26.0

$4,000 439 357 82 18.6

$5,000 595 547 48 8.0

$7,500 1,031 984 47 4.6

$10,000 1,530 1,458 72 4.7

$12,500 2,092 1,965 127 6.1

$15,000 2,734 2,509 225 8.3

$17,500 3,460 3,094 366 10.6

$20,000 4,252 3,722 530 12.5

$25,000 6,025 5,140 885 14.7

I Inclusive uf tax surcharge.
2 Previsions effective fur tao year 1972 and thereafter.

Previsions effective for tan year 1971 and thereafter.
4 Provisivns effective for tao year 1973 and thereafter.

TABLE 9.—TAX BURDEN ON THE MARRIED COUPLE WITH NO DEPENDENTS UNDER PRESENT

LAW' AND UNDER HR. 13270 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,2 AS

PASSED BY THE SENATE,3 AND AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE4

A. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCENT OF INCOME

1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

$1,600
$2,300
$2,500
$2,600
$3,000
$3,500
$4,000
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$12,500
$15,000
$17,500
$20,000
$25,800

0 0

$96 0

119 $26
130 39
179 91
241 158
303 228
434 375
801 751

1,190 1,120
1,611 1,521
2,062 1,951
2,548 2,405
3,060 2,876
4, 184 3,951

0
$96

93
91
88
83
75
59
50
70
90

111
143
184
233

0
100.0
78.2
70.0
49.2
34.4
24.8
13.6
6.2
5.9
'5.6
5.4
5.6
6.0
5.6

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

$1,600
$2,300
$2,500
$2,600
$3,000
$3,500
$4,000
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$12,500
$15,000
$17,500
$20,000
$25,000

0 0

$96 0

119 0

130 0

179 $56
241 126
303 200
434 354
801 725

1,190 1,114
1,611 1,523
2,062 1,974
2,548 2,448
3,060 2,960
4,184 4,072

0
$96
119
130
123
115
103

80
76
76
08
88

100
non
112

0
100.0
1000
jOO.0
68.7
47.7
34.0
18.4

9.
6.4
5.5
4.3
3.9
3.3
2.7

Adlusted gross income
(wages and salaries)

Tax under
present law

Tax under
H.R. 13270

Tan decrease
———

Amount Percentage

0 0

$98 100.0
108 79.4
101 72.1
109 54.5
117 42.5
126 35. 6
126 25.1
123 13.4
168 12.5
232 12.7
237 10.1
229
208 6.0
266 5.5

$1,600
$2,300
$2,500
$2,600
$3,000
$3,500
$4,000
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$12,500
$15,000..
$17,500
$20,000
$25,008

0
$98
126
140
200
275
354
501
915

1,342
1,831
2,335
2.898
3,484
4,796

0
0

$26
39
91

150
228
375
792

1,174
1,599
2,098
2,669
3,276
4,530

3. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

$1,600
$2,300
$2,500
$2,600
$3,000
$3,500
$4,000
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000

0

$98
126
140
200
275
354
501
915

1,342

0
0
0
0

$56
126
200
354
791

1,266

$1,600
$2,300
$2,500
$2,600
$3,000
$3,500
$4,080
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$12,500
$15,000
$17,500
$28 000
$25 000

0 0

$96 0

119 0
138 $14
179 70
241 140
303 215
434 370
801 744

1,190 1,133
1,611 1,545
2,062 1,996
2,548 2,473
3,060 2,985
4,184 4,100

0 0

$98 100.0
126 100.0
140 180.0
144 72.0
149 54.2
154 43.5
147 29.3
124 13.6

76 5.7

0 0
$96 100.0
119 100.0
116 89.3
109 60.9
101 41.8
88 29.0
64 14.8
57 7.1
57 4.8
66 4.1
66 3.2
75 2.9
75 2.5
84 2.0

'Exclusive uf tax surcharge.
2 Provisinus effective for tan year 1972 and thereafter.

Provisions effective for tan year 1971 and thereafter.
4 Provisiuns effective for tan year 1973 ard thereafter.



S 17596

Adjusted gross income
(wages and salaries)

$3000
$3500
$4,000
$4,200
$5,000
$7,500
$10,000
$12,500
015 000
$17,500
$20,000
$25,000

0 0
$70 0
140 0
170 0
290 $112
687 501

1,114 962
1567 1,391
2,062 1,886
2,598 2,398
3, 160 2, 960
4,412 4,184

As passed by the House of Representatives

Fiscal year

Piovisiuji 1970 1971

Tax reform provisions (+):
Corporation +00.4 - $1.0
Ijidividual +3 +. 6

Total, tax reform provisions +. 7 ±1.6

Tax relief provisiens(—): Individual. -- —'.7 —3.6

Other provisions (+):
Repeal ot investment credit:,

Corporation
Individurl

Total repeal of investment
cred,t +1.3 +2.5

Fetession allan surcharge:
Corporatiun -1-3 .1.7
tndividul +1.7 +. 4

Total, :;urcharge eotension -- +2.0 +1.1
Ixtensinn of sacise taxes 4'. 5 —1-1.1

Total, other provisions -1-3. 8 +4.7

Total, all provisions ±3. 89 4 2. 7

0 0
$70 100.0
140 100.0
170 100.0
178 61.4
186 27.1
152 13.6
176 11.2
176 8.5
200 7.7
200 6.3
228 5.2

100.0
100.0
83.5
51.7
25. 2
18. 8
16. 5
11. 7
8. 2
4.8
3.9

As approved by the conference

Fiscat year

P,ovisiun 1970 1971

Tax retorm provisions (-I—):
Corporation +00.2 —$0.9
Individual (3) (3)

Total, tan retorm provisions +. 2 +. 9

Other provisions (+):
Repeal of investment credit:

Corporalion +7 +1.6
individual (3) +. 1

Total, repeal of investment
credit

Extension of tax sorcharge:
Corporation
Individual

+3 +.7
+1.7 +4

Total, sorcharge esteosinn__ +2.0 +1.1
Extension of excise taxes +. 5 +1.1

Total, other provisions -1-3.2 +3.9

Total, all provisions +1.7 —1.3

Fiscal year

Provision 1970 1971

Tax reform provisions (+):
Corporation 1 +00. 2 +00, 9
Individuals (3) +. 2

Total, too reform provisions +. 2 +1: 1

—.3 —3.1

Other provisions (+):
Repeal of investment credit:

Corporation +. 9 ±1.9
Indivirfoal +. 4 +. 6

Total, repealot invest mentcredit. -1-1.3 '1-2.5
Extension xl tax surcharge:

Corporation
Individual

+.3 +7
±1.7 +.4

Totat, surcharge extension +2.0 +1.1
Eotensios of encise Oases +5 +1.1

Total, Other provisions +3. 8 1-4. 7

Total, all provision, +3. 7 ±2. 7
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TABLE 10.—TAX BuRDEN ON THE MARRIED COUPLE WITH 2 DEPENDENTS UNDER PRESENT

LAW 'AND UNDER HR. 13270AS PASSED BY TIlE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,IAS PASSED

BY THE SENATE,' AND AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE 4

A. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 10 PERCENT OF INCOME

1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

December 22, 1969

Tax under Tax under -
present law HR. 13270

Tax decrease

TABLE 10.—TAX BURDEN ON THE MARRIED COUPLE WITH 2 DEPENDENTS UNDER PRESENT

LAW lAND UNDER HR. 13270 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,0AS PASSED

BY THE SENATE,° AND AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE 4—Continued

B. ASSUMING NONBUSINESS DEDUCTIONS OF 18 PERCENT OF INCOME

1. AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Amount Percentage

$3,000
$3,500

0
$70

0
0

0
$70

0
100.0

$4,000 140 $65 75 53.6
$4,200
$5,000

170
290

91
200

79
90

46.5
31. 0.

$7,500 687 576 lIt 16.2
$10,000
$12,500
$15,000
$17,500
$20,000
$25,000

1,114
1,567
2,062
2, 598
3, 160
4,412

958
1,347
1,846
2, 393
2,968
4, 170

156
220
216
205
192
242

14.0
14.0
10.5

7. 9
6. 1

5. 5

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

Tax decrease
Adjusted gross income Tax under Tax under

(wages and salaries) present law HR. 13270 Amount Percentage

$3,000 0 0
$3,500 ' - 066 0
$4,000 123 065
$4,200 147 91
$5,000 245 200
$7,500 578 540
$10,000 962 904
$12,500 1,352 1,273
$15,000 1,798 1,699
$17,500 2,249 2,130
$20,000 2, 760 2,600
$25,000 3,848 3,627

0

066
58
56
45
38
58
79
99

119
160
221

0
100.0
47.2
38. 1

18. 4
6. 6
6,0
5.8
5.5
5.3
5. 8
5. 7

2. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

$3,000 0 0 — 0
$3,500 $66 0 066
$4,000 123 0 123
$4,200 147 0 147
$5,000 245 $112 133
$7,500 578 442 136
$10,000 962 810 152
$12,500 1,352 1,200 152
$15,000 1,798 0,622 176
$17,500 2,249 2,073 176
$20,000 2,760 2, 560 200
$25,000 3,848 3,624 244

- 0
100. 0
100.0
100.0
54.0
23.3
15.5
11.8

9, 2
7. 8
7. 8
5.2

C. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

$3,000 0 0
$3,500 $66 0
$4,000 123 0
$4,200 147 $28
$5,000 245 140
$7,500 578 476
$10,000 962 848
$12,500 1,352 1,238
$15,000 1,798 1,666
$17,500 2,249 2,117
$20,000 2, 760 2,610
$25,000 3, 848 3,680

0
066
123
119
105
102
114
114
132
132
150
168

0
100.0
100.0
80.9
42.9
17.7
11.9
8.4
7.3
5,9
5. 4
4. 4

3. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE

03,000 0 0 0
$3,500 $70 0 070
$4,000 140 0 140
$4,200 170 $28 142
$5,000 290 140 150
$7,500 687 514 173
$10,000 1,114 905 209
$12,500 1,567 1,309 258
$15,000 2,062 1,820 242
$17,500 2,590 2,385 213
$20,000 3, 160 3, 010 150
$25,000 4,312 4,240 172

I Exclusive of tax xorcharge.
2 Pronisixns uffeclive for tax year 1972 and thereafter.

Provisiens effectioe for tax year 1971 and thereafter.
4 Provisions effective for tax year 1973 and thereafter.

TABLE II. - EFFECT OF HR. 13270 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPR(S[NTATIVLS. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE, AND AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE, FISCAL YEAR RECEIPTS, 1970

AND 1971

lix biltionsj

+9 -1-1.9
+4 +.6

Tax relief provisions (—): Tao relief provisions (—):
Individual 4 —1.7 —6.1 Individual 4

+.7 +1.7

'Dxxx net retlectlhe increase in tax receipts rexottirig from the imposition of increased penalties Less than $50,000,000.br failure lx pay tax and make deposits when die. , 4 Does not reflect $200,000,000 reduction in receipts resalting from certllicatixo xl eoetaxability
2 Does nut relleclincreasein tax receipts resalt xgfrxm theimposifion xl increased penaltiesforf or withhxfding tan porpxses.

tailure to pay tax and make deposits when due; nor the increase ix receipts resulting from thu pro-
visions regarding he repsrtiog xl medical payments for which data are not available.
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TABLE 12—EFFECT OF MAJOR SOCIAL SECURITY AMEND-

MENTS IN HR. 13270

lie biIlions

Calendar years:'
Benefits (—). —$3.9 —$4. 4 —$4.4 —$4. 4

Fiscal years:
Benelits (—) - - —1. 8 —4. 3 —4. 4 —4. 4

These estimates are at present levels.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. PROXMIRE. I want to congratu-

late the Senator from Louisiana for what
I think was a remarkably fine job. In
terms of fiscal responsibility— and a lot
of people just do not understand this tax
bill provides fiscal responsibility. 1.1 they
knew what the facts really are, they
would not be critical. The New York
Times recently carried an editorial criti-
cal of this bill. The New York Times edi-
torial said that the staffs of the two tax
committees have resources data compar-
ing the revenue effect of the conference
version of the bill with the revenue effect
of no bill at all. They have concluded that
the first year the conference bill will pro-
vide an increase of $6.479 billion in rev-
enues as compared to no bill. The New
York Times suggested that this was a
fraudulent comparison. The editorial
then proceded to compare the conference
bill with the effect of continuing all 1969
taxes at current rates. I will come to
that. But first if we compare the con-
ference biil with what President Nixon
recommended for 1970 and subsequent
years which was a repeal of the surtax,
but with the continuation of the 5-per-
cent surtax until July 1, 1970, and with
other revenue proposals, the conference's
bill is only $500 million below the Presi-
dent's full revenue suggestions.

This is according to the best estimate
the joint staff can give so in 1970 the
President and the Congress are close to-
gether on a total revenue package since
total Federal revenues are near $200 bil-
lion, the difference is about one-quarter
of percent. In 1971 the President
would bring in about $300 million more
than the conference version. In 1972 the
President would bring in about $600 mil-
lion less than the conference. So the
President and the conference are very
close in revenue impact.

Furthermore, if we take the present
tax law, reenacting the surtax, continu-
ing to have the investment credit, as we
have without action on this bill, and
continuing to have the same provisions
in the law in 1969 but extended fully into
1970, and this is what the New York
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Times suggested as a comparison. Then
the staff tells me this means $10.2 billion
of additional revenue as compared with
$6.7 billion, for the conference version or

1974 a difference of $3.5 billion more.
When we recognize that we have an

economy of $950 billion, it seems to me
any sensible economist would recognize
that this $3.5 billion, representing about
one-third of 1 percent of the GNP is not— likely to be a significant factor in calen-

...± dar 1970 in inflating the economy.
When we consider the good in the bill

in terms of equity, it seems to me we
have a bill which is feasible as well as

+3 equitable.
President, both the Senator from

New York and the New York Times raise
— - -- the very serious point that this bill is

preempting our future ability to meet
—$4.4 such serious problems as the crisis of our

cities.
—4.4 Now it is true that if we continued the

10-percent surtax for the next 10 years,
if we repealed the Investment credit. In
other words if we increased the present
level of taxes, and if that higher level of
taxes did not precipitate a recession, we
might have a larger Federal revenue to
meet our pressing domestic problems.

But the surtax was never viewed as a
permanent tax. It was proffered as a
bill that would be in effect for 1 year—
2 at the most.

If we compare the capacity of the Fed-
eral Government to meet its responsibili-
ties to the extent President Nixon's tax
proposals would permit and compare that
to the effect of the conference bill now
before it, the staff tells me that the long
run difference is less than $1.4 billion
per year with the President's version
bringing in that much more. I submit
that in a $200 billion Federal revenue
total package—that is less than 1 percent
and hardly a highly significant reduc-
tion.

But, Mr. President, even if we take the
New York Times assumption that the
Congress might carry on indefinitely with
the surtax and the excise taxes, It is
evident that we should have a very large
dividend available for our vital domestic
needs with this conference report as the
law of the land. And here is why:

Secretary Laird has argued that in
1968 we were spending about $30 billion
a year in Vietnam. He has said that by
June of next year our Vietnam spend-
ing will be down to $17 billion.

Within a couple of years it is the ex-
pectation as well as hope of many of us
that the costs of Vietnam will be almost
eliminated. So here is a saving of $30
billion. In addition the Congress has in-
dicated a willingness to reduce the mili-
tary budget somewhat further. In this
fiscal year for example we have cut the
original 1970 fiscal year Johnson military
budget—including the major defense bill
and military construction bill by a total
of more than $9 billion.

Furthermore with a growth of the
economy of a modest 6-percent a year—
including inflation—3-percent in real
tea-ms—and with a progressive tax sys-
tem, Federal revenues should grow at
least $12 billion a year compounded.

This should mean that by 1973 the
combination of the Vietnam dividend of
$30 billion and a $35 billion higher reve-
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nue tbat is $12 billion a year growth
times 3 years. This would give the
taxpayn- less than one-fourth of this $60
billion melon. The taxpayer gets about
$15 billion benefit from this conferenre
bill compared to the New York Timcs
version, 80 domestic needs stands to gct
some $45 billion—of which the problem
of our cities can get a reasonable share.

This off-hand sketch of how this tax
bill might permit the Federal Govern-
ment to meet its obligations is of course
subject to serious challenge, but I sub-
mit, it is at least as realistic a-s the New
York Times conclusion that we ate stasv-
jug our vital domestic services to tush
through a popular tax reduction bill.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator for his statement and for his
contribution. As the Senator has pointed
out, comparing it with having no bill at
all, this measure will raise $6479 billion
for this year. In other words, the Gov-
ernment will be that much better off
than if we had no bill.

Furthermore, if we had no bill, we
would be giving an unintended windfall
by way of an investment credit, amount-
ing to $3 billion of unintended tax bene-
fits, to those who had been led to believe
they would not have it because Congress
had intended to repeal the investment
tax credit as of April 18.

If there is anything inflationary about
raising $6479 billion more than would be
raised without the bill, I do not know
what it would be. Nor do I know of any-
thing more inflationary than permitting
a huge tax windfall for the benefit of
those for whom it was never intended at
all, to the tune of $3 billion.

So this bill is a responsible bill from
the fiscal point of view. If we have more
inflation, it will not be because of what
we do in this measure; it will be because
of other things.

With regard to the social security in-
crease which has been mentioned today.
all the responsible people in the Depart-
ment who have to study this matter day
in and day out—and they are very able
and competent people-agree that the
surplus flowing into the fund is such
that this 15-percent increase, which is
something more than a cost-of-living
increase, but a great deal of which is to
cover a cost-of-living increase, can be
paid by the fund on a continuing basis,
and at no point in the future do we ex-
pect that we will have any deficit in the
fund. The fund will continue to grow,
notwithstanding the increase—so much
so that the House of Representatives will
proceed next year, and we shall work
with them, to pass a social security bill
to provide additional benefits for those
for whom we would like to do more. We
recognize that that will require a tax.
We will provide whatever tax we think
is necessary when we pass that measure
and send it to the President.

I do think that the bill that we have
passed is by far a better bill than the bill
the House passed. It is by far a better
bill than the bill the Senate passed; and
I think it is by far a better bill than the
Senate committee reported.

One thing that impressed me about it
was the perfect symmetry by income
groups in the bill as finally reported. For
example, on page 3 of the table before

1970 1971 1972 1973

A. AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

Calendar yeans:
Benefits (—). -. —$5. 7 —$6. 4 —$6.4 —$6. 4 —$6. 4

Tax(+) +6.7 +6.7

Total —5.7 —6.4 —6.4 +. 3

Fiscal years:
Benefits (—). - - —2.6 —6. 3 —6. 4 —6. 4
Tan(+) +7

Total —2.6 —6. 3 —6. 4 —5.7

B. AS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE
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Senators—and I believe that will be table
3 of the charts I placed in the RECORD—
one can see that where the percentage
reduction by groups starts out at 66 per-
cent in the House bill for those in the
lowest bracket, and goes down to a plus
4-percent increase in the highest
bracket, and the Senate bill starts with
a 79-percent; reduction in the lowest
bracket and arrives at an 8-percent in-
crease in the highest bracket. Senators
may notice that the set of figures finally
approved sta:rts at 69.8 percent, roughly
a 70-percent; reduction in the lowest
bracket, and winds up at a 7.8 percent
increase in the highest bracket. But the
impressive thing there is the perfect
symmetry of the final chart. The tax
curve starts at 69.8 percent, then 33.2
percent, 19.9 percent, 15.8 percent, 12.6
percent, 8.6 percent, 5.1 percent, and 1.9
percent, and finally an increase of 7.2
percent.

If one lays the final percentages along-
side one ancther, he will find that al-
most a perfectly symetrical pattern was
achieved by the conferees, and the amaz-
ing thing is that it was not achieved by
design; it was achieved after we added
up the combination of factors and put
them through a computer.

There were a number of things about
the bill that worked out in that fashion—
so much so that I am inclined to believe
we had far more guidance than we had
any right to expect.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, have
the yeas and nays been requested on the
conference report?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRANSTON in the chair). The yeas and
nays have not been requested.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, today the

Senate considers the conference report
on the Tax Reform Act of 169. This
legislation is the result of long months
of consideration by the Members and the
committees of both Houses of Congress
and was in response to strong demands by
our citizens that the tax laws be made
more fair and equitable.

The Tax Reform Act of 1969 repre-
sents the largest overhaul of the income
tax laws in the history of this Nation and
is a complex combination of relief and
tax reform.

While the final version of the bill as
reported by the conference committee
is not perfect, it is a great improvement
on the Senat;e-passed bill and represents
a significant, step in reforming our tax
laws so that they are more equitable.

The confe:rence bill is an improvement
over that passed by the Senate in its im-
pact on inflation. In balancing the bills
projected loss from relief provisions
against its gain in income from loophole
closing reforms and extension of the sur-
tax and other taxes the conference bill
produces a net income of $6.5 billion in
revenue in l70 and $300 million in 1971,
the crucial period in the fight against
inflation.

In the area of tax reform, many sig-
nificant steps were taken by Congress to
make our tax laws more equitable. For
example, the oil depletion allowance was
reduced from 27 1/2 to 22 percent. This will

eventually net the Federal Government
more than $235 million a year.

A minimum tax was imposed which
reduces significantly the capacity of
wealthy individuals and corporations to
escape completely Federal taxation. This
will net the Government over $635 inil-
lion a year.

In addition the bill will tighten the
regulation on the operation of private
foundations and place for the first time
a tax on a foundation's net investment
income.

The act includes two measures of tax
relief that are vital at this time. Retire-
ment benefits under social security would
be raised 15 percent across the board
starting in January 1970 and the $600
personal exemption a taxpayer is al-
lowed for himself and each of his de-
pendents gradually would rise to a level
of $750 by 1973. Next July it would in-
crease to $650 and in 1972 it would be
$700.

I supported the social security increase
because I believe that the old, the infirm,
and the dependent children who live on
social security should have their bene-
fits raised to allow them to meet the
tremendous increase in the cost of living
that has occurred in the last 2 years.

Also I believe that the increase in the
$600 personal exemption is only fair in
light of the increase in the cost of raising
and maintaining families. The provision
is timed in such a way as to be non-
inflationary. The present exemption of
$600 has been in existence for 20 years,
and is, in my judgment, unrealistic.

The conference committee struck frcm
the Senate-passed version of the bill both
reform and relief provisions that at an-
other time might be desirable, but the
conference hewed to the basic principle
I followed in my votes on the Senate
floor: That the provisions of tax re-
lief should be more than compensated
for by income gained from the closing of
tax loopholes. In following this principle,
I was forced to vote against provisions
that I felt desirable in the long run, but
whose effect would have produced a net
revenue deficit in the bill. The confer-
ence committee had the same hard
choices and has recommended to the
Congress a responsible and effective tax
reform bill that on balance warrants sup-
port. I shall vote for the bill. I commend
the able Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
LONG) and the other Senate conferees.

IMPORT AMENDMENT TO TAX REFORM BILL

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
was very much distressed to note that the
House-Senate conferees on the tax re-
form bill have failed to retain the import
amendment introduced by the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON).

My primary concern in cosponsoring
and supporting this amendment was the
American textile-apparel industry which
finds itself in a completely untenable
position when trying to compete with the
low wages paid by their foreign counter-
parts. The same plight is facing many
other American industries also, and it
was in recognition of this problem that
the Senate overwhelmingly adopted the
Cotton amendment.

Mr. President, there is one very im-
portant and significant factor which no
one should make the mistake of over-

looking: The Senate has not reversed its
position by not maintaining this amend-
ment in the tax bill. The situation is
quite to the contrary. By a vote of 65 to
30, the Senate has clearly and irrevo-
cably placed itself on record as being
willing to promote and support legisla-
tion designed to protect American jobs
and industry. We must not lose sight of
this fact.

Mr. President, I will continue to work
hard to insure that the textile-apparel
industry is allowed to survive in this
country. The true significance of Senate
adoption of the import amendment on
December 10 must not be lost on those
who may be reluctant to negotiate an
equitable arrangement whereby the tex-
tile-apparel industry is protected.

TIlE TAX REFORM ACT

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, the tax
reform bill is now before us in Its final
form—as reported by the House-Senate
conferees.

The bill has been somewhat improved
from the Senate version. Its net revenue
losses are smaller and they have been de-
ferred somewhat. Some of the costly Sen-
ate amendments have been dropped.

It remains, however, more of a tax-
cutting masure than a tax reform act, at
a time when wholesale cuts will only
feed inflation and take away revenues
desperately needed to meet the social
problems facing this Nation.

An omnibus bill of this nature repre-
sents a difficult decision for all of us. The
bill contains many features which I
strongly favor. It corrects Inequities that
should have been remedied long ago. In
reforming our tax structure, however, we
must be sure to do so on a fiscally re-
sponsible basis with the provision of ade-
quate revenues to pay for the changes
we make.

The present bill does not rest on a
sound fiscal basis. It overdoes tax de-
creases and "underdoes" compensating
tax increases. It fails, in short, to pay for
itself. The total impact of the bill is
strongly inflationary and will deprive us
in future years of the funds urgently re-
quired to deal with our domestic prob-
lems.

Certainly, the present level of military
expenditures is a major reason why we
cannot now afford to adopt the large tax
reductions of this bill.

I have been an opponent of the pies-
eat rate of military spending, which I
consider excessive. I have proposed a
complete U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam
within 1 year, thus eliminating a large
part of the $25 to $30 billion we are
spending on the war. I also have voted
against the military authorization and
military appropriations bills in the Sen-
ate this year.

These military expenditures, however,
remain a fact of life. Until they are re-
duced—as I firmly believe they sould
be-—I cannot support a tax bill that re-
sults in such a large revenue loss.

Therefore, despite improvements, the
overall effect of this bill is still negative.

I will vote against the bill.
FISCAL IMPACT

The crucial test of this bill is its fiscal
effect; that is, how much net revenue
gain or loss it creates.
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It is imperative at this time that a tax-
reform measure adopted by Congress
does not produce major revenue losses.

Inflation continues to erode the sav-
ings of millions of Americans and di-
minish the purchasing power of their
earnings.

This year, the value of the dollar has
declined by a staggering 6-percent. A 1-
percent rise in the consumer price level
represents an invisible but very real tax
of $6 billion. A 6-percent rise, such as
occurred this year, means an invisable
consumer tax of $36 billion.

A major shortfall in the tax bill would
only aggravate this inflation. The tax
savings of such a measure could well be
more than offset by a further decline in
the value of the dollar.

Aside from the question of inflation,
a properly balanced tax package is es-
sential to provide the tax revenues
needed to fund effective programs for
dealing with the Nation's social prob-
lems.

It is difficult enough under present
budgetary limitations to provide suffl-
cient funds for welfare reform, revenue
sharing, health, urban rehabilitation,
education, and job training programs. It
is stating the obvious that a tax bill
that cuts several billion dollars from
Federal revenues would make it nearly
impossible to finance these efforts at
adequate levels.

Our budgetary problems have been
aggravated by excessive military spend-
ing that many of my colleagues and I
have opposed. Such military spending,
however, remains a reality. The bitter
experience of many years suggests that
if revenues are cut, it will be domestic
programs, not military expenditures,
that will suffer most.

The Senate version of the tax bill
was completely out of balance.

The Senate bill would have resulted
in a gigantic net revenue loss of $4.7
billion in 1971. This would have vir-
tually ended all hopes of bringing in-
flation under control in that critical
year.

The Senate bill would have created a
long-term revenue loss of $5.5 billion, on
the basis of present income figures. This
would have created a permanent infla-
tionary pressure in the economy, and
drastically interfered with the financing
of essential domestic programs for al-
leviating poverty, hunger, and urban
decay.

I felt compelled to vote against the
Senate version of the bill because of these
clearly excessive and inflationary revenue
losses.

And frankly, I foi.md it difficult to com-
prehend how some of my Senate col-
leagues —who have been highly vocal in
calling for massive new domestic pro-
grams at the Federal level—could have
supported such enormous cuts in the
revenues needed to finance these pro-
grams.

The conference version of the bill now
before us has been brought into balance
in the first 2 years, 1970 and 1971. It con-
tinues, however, to create large net rev-
enue losses in subsequent years.

Based on present income figures, the
net loss will be $1.8 billion in 1972. $3.8
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billion in 1974, and $2.5 billion over the
long run. As incomes rise, these losses
will be larger.

In my testimony before the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, I stated that the tax
bill should involve no net revenue loss. I
still strongly believe this is true. A bal-
anced tax package—in which revenue
losses do not exceed revenue gains—en-
tails in itself no inflationary risks. It
also preserves the funds so badly needed
for financing domestic social programs.

Thu long-term loss created by the bill
is its major weakness. It will continue
to build inflationary pressures. It will
reduce the "fiscal dividend" which will
accrue from the end of the Vietnam war.
It will increase the budgetary strains
upon our domestic programs.

How can we provide adequate fundirig
for our existing education, employment,
health, and housing programs in the next
years, if we now cut billions of dollars
fi'om the tax revenues that finance thess
programs?

How can we initiate new programs to
strengthen the fiscal base of States and
localities, such as revenue sharing, if we
now succumb to the temptations of
wholesale tax cuts?

How can we take truly effective action
ic bring inflation under control and keep
tL under control if we now adopt leg-
islaticn that will surely produce major
revenue lnsses only a few years from
now?

TIlE RELIEF MEASURES

The donference version of the bill in-
creases the personal exemption to 750
in 3 yearly stages. It adopts a low-income
allowance that would remove over 5 mil-
lion poor and near-poor from the tax
rolls. It increases the standard deduc-
tion to 15 percent of income with a $2,000
ceiling, in 3 yearly stages. It retains a
Senate provision that would lower the
rate for single nersons—now so unfairly
treated—so that they would pay no more
than 20 percent above the tax for mar-
ned poisons of the same income.

Thuse are good measures. I would have
suppcrted them under circumstances of
fiscal responsibility with the provision
of adequate revenues to pay for them.

Again, the real obstacle in the way of
these tax relief measures is the current
rats of military spending—nearly $90
billion a year.

Once we are able to reduce this mili-
tary spending to a more reasonable level,
as I certainly hope we can, the imple-
mentation of these tax relief measures
would begin to make fiscal sense.

The bill, however, does not raise the
revenues needed to meet the cost of
these relief measures.

Tax relief is not real relief if the tax-
payer's savings are eaten up by infla-
tion. The net loss created by this bill may
well reduce the purchasing power of the
dollar by more than the taxes saved
through it.s relief provisions.

SOCISL SECURITY

The cnference bill, like the Senate
version, contains an across-the-board
15-percent increase in social security
benefits.

I supported this increase in the Senate
because I felt it essential to protect the
financial security of millions of elderly
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Americans. A 15-percent increase is
needed to keep pace with increases in
the cost of living over recent years.

I believe, however, that Congress will
adopt this increase as a separate measure
even if this tax bill is not made law.

SURTAX

The present bill, like the House and
Senate versions, extended the surtax at
a 5-percent rate until the middle of next
year.

I have long contended that this surtax
extension is essential to brake inflation
and curb rising interest rates. In fact, I
would still prefer the extension of a 10-
percent surcharge until the middle of
next year.

Last June, I wrote all my former col-
leagues in the House urging them to
adopt a surtax extension; and I voted for
it in the Senate.

I trust, however, that Congress—as-
suming it has any sense of fiscal respon-
sibility—would continue the surtax for
another 6 months even if this tax reform
bill is not enacted.

INVESTMENr CREDIT

In my testimony before the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, I indicated that I had
substantial reservations about the advisi-
bility of repealing the investment tax
credit.

Vigorous fiscal measures are clearly
needed to combat the inflation that now
threatens our economy. We must accept
the fact that these measures, to be effec-
tive, cannot be painless.

We must be equally aware, however, of
the risks of putting all the fiscal and
monetary brakes on at once. The anti-
inflationary measures we are invoking
no wmay take a substantial period of
time before they are fully felt—and then
may "grab" all at once.

This problem of a long leadtime is par-
ticularly serious in the case of the in-
vestment tax credit. The credit does not
primarily affect consumer spending
now; it affects captial expenditures 6
months to 2 years from now. Removing
the credit now may take hold at a fu-
ture time when we are no longer so much
concerned with inflation as with reces-
sion.

The experience of a few years ago—
when Congress repealed the credit only
to restore it—suggests the inadvisability
of trying to turn the credit on and off to
offset. swings in the economy.

I think it is essential to have a perma-
nent tax incentive for long-run economic
growth. The investment tax credit served
this function.

The fact that the bill eliminates the
investment credit—and thus adds to the
risk of recession—is a further basis for
voting against the bill.

LOOPHOLES

The present bill makes some steps
toward closing loopholes in the present
tax law which favor special interest
groups.

One is the adoption of the minimum
tax on wealthy individuals who are now
escaping taxation by various deductions.
I support the principle of such a mini-
mum tax, and voted for the Senate
amendment for calculating the tax that
was adopted by the conference.
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In other respects, the Senate bill has

been unduly solicitous of private interest
groups, at the expense of real reform. A
g!cring example is the oil-depletion
allowance—which was reduced in the
House to 20 percent but only decreased to
22 percent in conference version. I sup-
ported an amendment—which failed In
the Senate—;o reduce the allowance to
2G percent.

FOUNDATIONS

The treatment of private foundations
in this bill is most disappointing. It is
true that the bill provides a positive
means for curtailment of past foundation
abuses—such as self-dealing and the
misuse of tax exemption for private in-
fluence or gain—and requires greater
public disclosure of foundation activities.
Some of the harsh provisions in the
House bill, later changed by the Senate
Finance Committee, regarding excessive
sanctions on foundations and their man-
agers and foundation responsibility for
the expenditures of their grantees, have
•been accepted in conference.

Nonetheless, in a number of ways this
bill reflects a punitive approach to foun-
dation reform which will merely deprive
society of an important source of crea-
tivity and thought. We have, in effect,
not reformed the foundations; we have
somewhat deformed them.

I am strongly opposed to the imposi-
tion of a 4-percent tax on foundation net
Investment income. The conference com-
mittee has made a critical mistake in re-
jecting the supervisory fee based on as-
sets which the Senate passed.

In my judgment, the Lax is an unwar-
ranted departure from the principle that
income of nonprofit organizations orga-
nized for charitable purposes should be
free from taxation.

It is discriminatory in that it would
only be levied against foundations and
not against cther nonprofit charities such
as schools, universities, churches, and
hospitals.

It would hit not the donors or officers
of foundations, but the whole range of
educational, scientific, medical, cultural,
and social activities they finance. A 4-
percent tax on foundations means an
automatic corresponding loss of funds
for these activities. To the extent that
foundations aid the public, the public
is hurt by this tax on their investment
income.

In my opinion, the only rationale for
collecting revenue from foundations
should be to encourage more effective su-
pervision of their activities through the
imposition of a filing fee. The language
of the Sena:e bill clearly stated that an
annual audit fee on assets would be im-
posed for the purposes of administration,
and provided for annual review by the
Secretary of the Treasury so that col-
lection of the fee would accurately re-
flect the cosl;s of such administration and
supervision. There are no such provisions
in this bill or in the conference commit-
tee report. Certainly, it was the view of
the Senate Finance Committee and the
Senate as a whole that these funds
should be collected only to cover in-
creased auditing the supervision by the
Internal Revenue Service. A 4-percent
tax on income is already twice as much
revenue as the Treasury indicated it

would need to carry out such an auditing
program adequately.

In sum, this tax creates a dangerous
precedent. If it is appropriate to tax
foundation income now at the rate of
4 percent, then why not at 10 percent,
or 25 percent next year or the year after?
Will other nonprofit charities such as
schools, universities, and churches—
which escaped this time—be the next
target? If the Federal Government can
tax foundations, State and local govern-
ments could do the same. In my judg-
ment, the road ahead is only too clear:
the Government now has opened the
door to taking a larger and larger bite
from foundation income, and as a i'e-
suit a smaller and smaller portion will
be left over to fulfill charitable and social
purposes.

A second aspect of this bill which deep-
ly disturbs me is the broad language re-
stricting foundations in taking positions
on the social issues facing us today.

Foundations are now engaged in
studies or projects on almost every topic
of public concern, be it air pollution,
juvenile delinquency, court reform, drug
abuse, international satellite communi-
cations, or the problems of famine in
India. Every one of these topics is a
matter of significant legislative concern.
Every one of them is a matter of pub-
lic interest.

I do not think it makes sense to in-
hibit foundations in any way from shar-
ing their ideas with those who must
make decisions in these vital areas.

Third, the bill creates a broad defini-
tion of private foundations which de-
scribes them from a totally new vantage
point. The public has traditionally
viewed foundations as private, nonprofit
organizations with a principal fund of
their own, established primarily to make
grants in support of charitable, educa-
tional, scientific, and civic purposes serv-
ing the public welfare.

The provisions of the bill would expand
this traditional definition to such an ex-
tent that a wide range of other institu-
tions would now be classified as "private
foundations."

Some of these institutions are primar-
ily engaged in research or in conducting
studies on education, medical, scientific,
and social issues. They have never been
considered foundations In the past.
Others are public service organizations
working with the community, or health,
welfare, and other programs. Many of
them are heavily dependent upon foun-
dation grants for their very existence.
Newly classified as foundations under
the bill, they will be subject to the 4-per-
cent tax on income—thereby having less
money available to conduct their activ-
ities; and they will also be subject to the
bill's program limitations upon founda-
tions.

Finally, I regret that the conference
committee has not fully accepted the
Senate provision regarding nonpartisan
voter education and registration drives.
By. a substantial margin, the Senate in-
dicated its interest in a far less restric-
tive version than the House has passed.
I would voice my concern that we have
overreacted to past abuses in curtailing
activities of organizations which have
and can contribute so much to broaden-

ing participation in our democratic
processes.

Private foundations have played a vital
role in the scientific, intellectual, cul-
tural, and social development of this Na-
tion. I am distressed that their role has
not been recognized in this bill.

CAPITAL GAINS

The House proposed a far-reaching
change in the treatment of capital gains.
It did so with very little study of how
such a change could affect capital forma-
tion and economic growth.

In my testimony before the Finance
Committee, I cautioned against making
such a fundamental change hi so much
haste, saying:

The special treatment now accorded to
capital gains is not just a loophole. It is a
way of stimulating Investment. Any change
in this treatment must be considered, there-
fore, not in the loophole-plugging spirit
merited by special privilege provisions of the
tax code, but in the spirit of inquiry into
all factors affecting capital formation and
economic growth in this nation.

It may well be that changes of the present
rules are desirable. But the effect of those
changes on the economy. on markets, and On
Individuals must first be thoroughly under-
stood. The haste with which action was taken
on these changes in the House of Represen-
tatives did not permit adequate Investiga-
tion of the consequences.

The conference version has dropped
one of the House changes—the extension
of the 6-month holding period. It has,
however, followed the lead of the House
in partly abolishing the 25-percent al-
ternate tax for capital gains. I still re-
main unconvinced that sufficient study
has been made of the economic impact of
this action.
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TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (HR. 13270) to re-
form the income tax laws.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 13270) to reform the income tax
laws.

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

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the

Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-
SON), the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
EASTLAND), the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. ELLENDER), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. ERvIN), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) , the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. MCCARTHY),
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. MC-
GEE), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. RIBICOFF), the Senator from Geor-
gia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), and the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
ELLENDER), the Senator from Connecti-
cut (Mr. RIBICOFF), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), and the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH)
would each vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT), the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE),
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. CooK),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
COTTON), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
FONG), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GOLDWATER), the Senator from Oregon
(Mr HATFIELD), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MURPHY), the Senator from
Alaska—(Mr. STEVENS) and the Senator
from Texas (Mr. TOWER) are necessar-
ily absent.

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
COOPER) is absent because of illness in
his family.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MtJNDT) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. CASE), the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COoPER),
and the Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. COTTON) would each vote "yea."

On this vote, the Senator from Ha-
waii (Mr. FONG) is paired with the Sen-
ator from Texaa (Mr. TOWER). If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Ha-
waii would vote "yea" and the Senator
from Texas would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MURPHY) is paired with the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS). If
present and voting, the Senator from
California would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Alaska would vote "nay."
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The result was announced—yeas 71.
nays 6, as follows:

[No. 273 Leg.]
YEAS—Il

Aiken Hansen Muskie
Allen Harris Nelson
Baker Hart Packwood
Bayh Hartke Pastore
Bennett Holland Pearson
Bible Hruska Pell
Boggs Hughes Percy
Brooke Inouye Prouty
Burdick Jackson Proxmire
Byrd. Va. Jordan, NC. Randolph
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, Idaho Schweiker
Cannon Kennedy Scott
Church Long Smith, Maine
Cranston Magnuson Smith, Ill.
Dodd Mansfield Sparkman
Dole Mathias Spong
Dominick McClellan Stennis
Eagleton McGovern Talmadge
Fannin McIntyre Thurmond
Fuibright Metcalt Tydings
Gore Miller Williams, N.J.
Gravel Mondale Young. N. Dak.
Griffin Montoya Young, Ohio
Gurney Moss

NAYS—6
Bellmon GoodeU Saxbe
Curtis Javits Williams, Del.

NOT VOTING—23
Ailott Ervin Murphy
Anderson Fong Rihicoff
Case Goldwater Russell
Cook Hatfield Stevens
Cooper Hollings Symlngton
Cotton Mccarthy Tower
Eastland McGee Yarborough
Ellender Mundt

So the report was agreed to.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move to

reconsider the vote by which the con-
ference report was agreed to.

Mr. SCOTT. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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To reform the Income tax laws.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congre8s as8embled, Tax Refonn

At of 1969.
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, ETC.

(a) SHORT Timn.—This Act may be cited as the "Tax Reform Act
of 1969".

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.— 83 STAT. 487
83 STAT. 488

TITLE I—TAX EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS

Subtitle A—Private Foundations

Sec. 101. Private foundations.

Subtitle B—Other Tax Exempt Organizations

Sec. 121. Tax on unrelated business income.

TITLE II—INI)IVIDUAL DEDUCTIONS

Subtitle A—Charitable Contributions

Sec. 201. Charitable contributions.

Subtitle B—Farm Losses, Etc.

Sec. 211. Gain from disposition of property used in farming where
farm losses offset nonfarm income.

Sec. 212. Livestock.
Sec. 213. Deductions attributable to activities not engaged in for

profit.
Sec. 214. Gain from disposition of farm land.
Sec. 215. Crop insurance proceeds.
Sec. 216. Capitalization of costs of planting and developing citrus

groves.

Subtitle C—Interest

Sec. 221. Interest.

Subtitle D—Moving Expenses

Sec. 231. Moving expenses.

TITLE Ill—MINIMUM TAX; ADJUSTMENTS PRIMARILY
AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS

Subtitle A—Minimum Tax

Sec. 301. Minimum tax for tax preferences.

Subtitle B—Income Averaging

Sec. 311. Income averaging.
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Subtitle C—Restricted Property

Sec. 321. Restricted property.

Subtitle D—Accumulation Trusts, Multiple Trusts, Etc.

Sec. 331. Treatment of excess distributions by trusts.
Sec. 332. Trust income for benefit of a spouse.

TITLE IV—ADJUSTMENTS PRIMARILY AFFECTING COR-
PORATIONS

Subtitle A—Multiple Corporations

Sec. 401. Multiple corporations.

Subtitle B—Debt-Financed Corporate Acquisitions and Related
Problems

Sec. 411. Inteiest on indebtedness incurred by corporation to acquire
stock or assets of another corporation.

Sec. 412. Installment method.
Sec. 413. Bonds and other evidences of indebtedness.
Sec. 414. Limitation on deduction of bond premium on repurchase.
Sec. 415. rrleqtet of certain corporate interests as stock or

indebtedness.

Subtitle C—Stock Dividends

Sec. 421. Stock dividends.

Subtitle 1)—Financial Institutions

Sec. 431. ileserve for 1 on loans; net operating loss carrybacks.
Sec. 432. Mutual 55 vii igs banks, etc.
Sec. 433. Treatment of ho,ids, etc., held by financial institutions.
Sec. 434. Liniitatioii Oh 1liition for dividends received by mutual

savings banks, etc.
Sec. 435. Foreign (lepositS iii United States banks.

S ubtit.le E—l)ep icHat ion Allowed ilegulated Industries; Earnings
I Profits djusfmeiit for 1)epreciation

Sec. 411. Public utility property.
Sec. 442. Effect on earnings and profits.

TITLE V—AT)jIJSTMEN'rS AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS
ANT) CORPORATIONS

Subtitle A—Natural Resources

Sec. 501. Percentage depletion rates.
Sec. 502. Treatment processes in the case of oil shale.
Sec. 503. Mineral production payments.
Sec. 504. Exploration expenditures.
Sec. 505. Continental shelf areas.
Sec. 506. Foreign tax credit with respect to certain foreign mineral

income.
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Subtitle B—Capital Gains and Losses

Sec. 511. Increase in alternative capital gains tax.
Sc. 512. Capital losses of corporations.
Sec. 513. Capital losses of individuals.
Sec. 514. Letters, memorandums, etc.
Sec. 515. Total distributions from qualified pension, etc., plans.
Sec. 516. Other changes in capital gains treatment..

Subtitle C—Real Estate Depreciation

Sec. 521. Depreciation of real estate.

Subtitle D—Subc.hapter S Corporations

Sec. 531. Qualified pension, etc., plans of small business corporations.

TITLE VI—STATE AND LOCAL OBLIGATIONS

Sec. 601. Arbitrage bonds.

TITLE Vu—EXTENSION OF TAX SURCHARGE AND
EXCISE TAXES; TERMINATION OF INVESTMENT
CREDIT

Sec. 701. Extension of tax surcharge.
Sec. 702. Continuation of excise taxes on communication services and

on automobiles.
Sec. 703. Termination of investment credit.
Sec. 704. Arnortization of pollution control facilities.
Sec. 705. Amortization of railroad rolling stock and right-of-way

improvements.
Sec. 706. Expenditures in connection with certain railroa.d rolling

stock.
Sec. 707. Amortization of certain coal mine safety equipment.

TITLE VIII—ADJUSTMENT OF TAX BURDEN FOR
INDIVIDUALS

Sec. 801. Personal exemptions.
Sec. 802. Low income allowance; increase in standard deduction.
Sec. 803. Tax rates for single individuals and heads of household;

optional tax.
Sec. 804. Fifty-percent maximum rate on earned income.
Sec. 805. Collection of income tax at source on wages.

TITLE IX—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Subtitle A—Miscellaneous Income Tax Provisions

Sec. 901. Exclusion of additional living expenses.
Sec. 902. Deductibility of treble damage payments, fmes and penalties,

etc.
Sec. 903. Accrued vacation pay.
Sec. 904. Deduction of recoveries of antitrust damages, etc.
Sec. 905. Corporations using appreciated property to redeem their

own stock.
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— Sec. 906. Reasonable accumulations by corporations.
Sec. 907. Insurance companies.
Sec. 908. Certain unit investment trusts.
Sec. 909. Foreign corporations not availed of to reduce taxes.
Sec. 910. Sales of certain low-income housing projects.
Sec. 911. Per-unit retain allocations.
Sec. 912. Foster children:
Sec. 913. Cooperative housing corporations.
Sec. 914. Personal holding company dividends.
Sec. 915. Replacement of property involuntarily converted within a

2-year period.
Sec. 916. Change in reporting income on installment basis.
Sec. 917. Recognition of gain in certain liquidations.

Subtitle B—Miscellaneous Excise Tax Provisions

Sec. 931. Concrete,niixers.
Sec. 932. Constructive sale price.

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Administrative Provisions

Sec. 941. Filing requirements.
Sec. 942. Computation of tax by Internal Revenue Service.
Sec. 943. Failure to make timely payment or deposit of tax.
Sec. 944. Declarations of estimated tax by farmers.
Sec. 945. l'ortion of salary, wages, or other income exempt from levy.
sec. 040. Interest and penalties in case of certain taxable years.

ul)tithe 1)—TThited States Tax Court

Sec. 951. Status of Tax Court.
Sec. 952. Appointment; term of office.
Sec. 953. Salary.
Sec. 954. Retirement.
Sec. 955. Survivors.
Sec. 956. Powers.
See. 957. Tax disputes involving $1,000 or less.
Sec. 958. Commissioners.
Sec. 059. Notice of appeal.
Sec. 960. Conforming amendments.
Sec. 961. Continuation of status.
Sec. 96:2. Effective dates.

TITLE X—--IXCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

Sec. 1001. Short title.
Sec. 1002. Increase in old-age, survivors, and disability insurance

benefits.
See. 1003. Increase in benefits for certain individuals age 72 and over.
Sec. 1004. Maximum amount of a vif&s or husband's insurance

benefit.
Sec. 1005. Allocation to disability insurance trust fund.
Sec. 1000. 1)isregarding of retroactive payment of OASDI benefit

increase.
Sec. 1007. J)isregarding of income of OASDI recipients in determin-

ing need for public assistance.
(C) AM1NDMENT 01.' 1954 C0DE.—Except as otherwise expressly pro-

vked, whenever in this Act an amendment or repeal is expressed in
terms of an ameiidineiit. to, or repeal of, a section or other provision,
the reference shall be considered to be made to a section or other

68A Stat. 3 provision of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.
26 USC i et
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TITLE I—TAX EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS

Subtitle A—Private Foundations

SEC. 101. PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS.
(a) IN GENnI\L.—Subchapter F of chapter 1 (relating to exempt

organizations) is amended l)y redesignating parts II, 111, and IV as 68A Stat. 163.
parts 111, 1V, and V, respectively, and by inserting after part I the 26 USC 501—

following new part: 526.

* * * * *
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684 Stat. 163.
26 USC 501.

Post,pp. 549,

558, 560, 561.
26 USC 170, 545,
556, 642, 2055,
2106, 2522,

"(1) unless it has given notice to the Secretary or his delegate,
in such manner as the Secretary or his delegate may by regulations
prescribe, that it is applying for recognition of such status, or

"(2) for any period before the giving of such notice, if such
notice is given after the time prescribed by the Secretary or his
delegate by regulations for giving notice under this subsection.

Foi purposes of paragraph (2), the time prescribed for giving notice
u:acler this subsection shall not expire before the 90th day after the day
o:i which regulations first prescribed under this subsection become final.

"(b) PRESUMPTION THAT ORGANIZATIONS ARE PRIVATE FOUNDA-
T:oxs.—Except as provided in subsection (c), any organization (in-
chiding an organization in existence on October 9, 1969) which is
described in section 501 (c) (3) and which does not notify the Secretary
or his delegate, at such time and in such manner as the Secretary or his
dtiegate may by regulations prescribe, that it is not a private fotincla-
tion shall be presumed to be a private foundation. The time prescribed
for giving notice under this subsection shall not expire before the 90th
day after the day on which regulations first prescribed under this
subsection become final.

(c) ExCEFrIONs.—
"(1) MAND.\TORY ExCEPTIONs.—Subsections (a) and (b) shall

not apply to—
"(A) churches, their integrated auxiliaries, and conven-

tions or associations of churches, or
"(B) any organization which is not a private foundation

(as defined in section 509(a)) and the gross receipts of which
in each taxable year are norma]ly not more than $5,000.

"(2) EXCEPTIONS By BEGI-LATIONS.—--The Secretary or his dele-
gate may by reguations exempt (to the extent and subject to such
conditions as may be prescribed in such regulations) from the pro-
visions of subsection (a) or (b) or both—

"(A) educational organizations which normally maintain
a regular faculty and curriculum and normally have a regu-
larly enrolled body of pupils or students in attendance at the
place where their educational activities are regularly carried
on; and

"(B) any other class of organizations with respect to which
the Secretary or his delegate determines that full compliance
with the l)roviSions of subsections (a) and (b) is not necessary
to the efficient administration of the provisions of this title
relating to I)I'ivate foundations.

"(ci) D1strj.Ow.\NCE ov CERTAIN CII\RITAnrE, ETC., DEDUCTIONs.—
"(1) GIFT OR BEQTJESTTO OROANIZATIONS SUBJECT TO SECTION
(c) TAx—No gift or bequest made to an organization upon

which the tax provided by section 507(c) has been imposed shall
be allowed as a deduction tinder section 170,545(b) (2), 556(b) (2),
642(c),2055,2106(a) (2), or 2522, if such gift or bequest is made—

"(A) by any person after notification is made under sec-
tion 507(a),or

"(B) by a siibstaiit.iil contributor (as deflned in section
507(d) (2)) in his taxable year which includes the first day on
which action is taken by such organization which culminates
in the imposition of tax under section 507(c) and any subse-
qucilt taxable year.

"(2) GIFT OR BEQUEST TO TAXABLE PRIVATE FOUNDATION, SECTION
4947 TRUST, E'rc.—No gift or bequest made to an organization
shall be allowed as a deduction under section 170, 545(b) (2),
556(b) (2), 642(c), 2055, 2106(a) (2), or 2522, if such gift or
bequest is made—
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"(A) to a private foundation or a trust described in section
in a taxable year for which it fails to meet the require-

ments of subsection (e) (determined without regard to sub-
section (e)(2) (B) and (C)), or

"(B) •to any organization in a period for which it is not
treated as an organization described in section 501(c) (3) by
reason of subsection (a).

"(3) ExcErTIoN.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply if the entire
amount of the unpaid portion of the tax imposed by section 507(c)
is abated by the Secretary or his delegate under section 507(g).

"(e) GOVERN1IcG INSTRUMENTS.—
"(1) GENERAL RULE.—A private foundation shall not be exempt

from taxation under section 501 (a) unless its governing insti'u-
ment includes provisions the effects of which are—

"(A) to require its income for each taxable year to be dis-
tributed at such time and in such manner as not to subject the
foundation to tax under section 4942, and

"(B) to prohibit the foundation from engaging in any act of
self-dealing (as defined in section 4941(d)), from retaining
any excess business holdings (as defined in section 4943(c)),
from making any investments in such manner as to subject. the
foundation to tax under section 4944, and from miokmg any
taxable expenditures (as defined in section 4945(d)).

"(2) SPEcIL RULES FOR EXISTING PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS.—
In the case of any organization organized before January 1, 1970,
paragraph (1) shall riot apply—

"(A) to any taxable year beginning before January 1,
1972,

"(B) to any period after December 31, 1971, during tile
pendency of any judicial proceeding begun before January 1,
1972, by the private foundation which is necessary to reform,
or to excuse such foundation from compliance with, its gov-
erning instrument or any other instrument in order to meet
the requirements of paragraph (1), and

"(C) to any period after the termination of any judicial
proceeding described in subparagraph (B) during which its
governing instrument or any other instrument does not per-
mit it to meet the requirements of p.aragrnpli (1).

* * * * *

Post, p. 517.

68A Stat. 163.

26 USC 501.

Post, p. 502.

Post, p. 500.
Post, p. 507.

Post, p. 511.
Post, p. 513
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TITLE H—INDIVIDUAL DEDUCTIONS
* * * * *
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Subtitle D—Moving Expenses

SEC. 231. MOVING EXPENSES.
26 USC 217. (a) DEDUCTION FOR MOVING Exl'EXSES.—Section 217 (relating to

moving expenses) is amended to read as follows:
"SEC. 217. MOVING EXPENSES.

"(a) DEDUcI'IoN ALL0wED.—TiIere shall he allowed as a deduction
moving expenses paid or incurred during the taxable year iii connection
with the commencenlent of work by tile taxpayer as an employee or as a
self-employed individual at a new principal place of work.

"(b) 1)EFJNm0N OF MOVING EXPENSES.—
"(1) IN GENERAL—For purposes of this section, tile term

'moving expenses' means oniy the reasonable expenses—
"(A) of moving household goods and peisonal effects from

the former residence to the new residence,
"(B) of traveling (including meals and lodging) from tile

former residence to the new place of residence,
"(C) of traveling (including meals and lodging), after

obtaining employment, from the former residence to the gen-
eral location of the new principal place of work and return,
for the principal purpose of searching for a new residence,

"(D) of meals and lodging while occupying temporary
quarters in tue general location of tile new principal place of
work during any period of 30 consecutive days after obtain-
ing employment, or

"(E) constituting qualified residence sale, purchase, or
lease expenses.

"(2) QUALIFIED RESIDENCE SALE, ETC., ExPENSES—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1) (E), the term 'qualified residence sale, pur-
chase, or lease expenses' means only reasonable expenses incident
to—

"(A) the sale or exchange by the taxpayer or his spouse of
the taxpayer's former residence (not including expenses for
work performed on such residence in order to assist in its sale)
w-hich (but for tins subsection and subsection (e) ) would be
taken into account in determining tile amount realized on the
sale or exchange,

"(B) the purchase by the taxpayer or his spouse of a new
residence in the general location of the new principal place of
work which (but for this subsection and subsection (e))
would be taken into account in determining—

"(i) the adjusted basis of the new residence, or
"(ii) tile cost of a loan (but not including any amounts

which represent payments or prepayments of interest),
"(C) the settlement of an unexpired lease held by the tax-

payer or his spouse on property used by the taxpayer as his
former residence, or

"(D) the acquisil ion of a lease by the taxpayer or his spouse
on property used by the taxpayer as his new residence in the
general location of the new principal place of work (not
including amounts which are payments or prepayments of
rent).

"(3) LIMITATIONS.—
"(A) DOLLAR LIMITs—The aggregate amount allowable as

a deduction under subsection (a) in connection with a com-
mencement of work which is attributable to expenses
described in subparagraph (C) or (D) of paragraph (1)



December 30, 1969 - 91 - Pub. Law 91-172 83 STAT. 578

shall not exceed $1,000. The aggregate amount allowable as a
deduction under subsection (a) which is attributable to quali-
fied residence sale, purchase, or lease expenses shall not exceed
$2,500 reduced by the aggregate amount so allowable which
is attributable to expenses described in subparagraph (C) or
(D) of paragraph (1).

"(B) HUSBAND AND win.—If a husband and wife both
coninielice work at a new l)riIIciPi1 place of work within the
same general beat ion, subparagraph shall be applied as
if there was only one commencement of work. In the case of a
husband and wife filing separate returns, subparagraph (A)
shall be applied by substituting '$500' for '$1,000', and by
substituting '$1,250' for '$2,500'.

"(C) INmvInuLs O'nIER TITAN T.XpAYER.—Ifl the case of
any individual other than the taxpayer, expenses referred to
iii subparagraphs (A) through (I)) of paragraph (1) shall
be taken into account only if such individual has both the
former residence and the new residence as his priiicipal place
of abode and is a member of the taxpayer's household.

"(c) CONDITIONS FOR AuowxcE.—Xo deduction shall be allowed
under this section unless—

"(1) the taxpayer's new principal place of work—
"(A) is at least 50 miles farther from his former residence

than was his former principal place of work, or
"(B) if he had no former ptiiicipal place of w-ork, is at

least 50 miles from his former residence, and
"(2) either—

"(A) during the 12-month period immediately following
his arrival in the ge.rieial location of his new principal place
of work, the taxpayer is a full-time employee, in such general
location, during at least 39 weeks, or

(B) during the 24—month period immediately follow ilig
his arrival in the general location of his new principal place
of work, the taxpayer is a full-time employee or performs
services as a self-employed individual on a full-time basis, in
such general location,, during at least 78 weeks, of which not
less than 30 weeks nie. (luring the 12-month period referred
to in subparagraph (A).

For purposes of paragraph (1), the distance between two
l)oiilts shall be the shortest of the more commonly traveled routes
between such two points.

"(d) RuLxs FOR APrL1CATI0N or SUBSECTION (c) (2).—
"(1) The condition of subsection (c) (2) shall iiot apply if the

taxpayer is unable to satisfy such condition by reason of—
"(A) death or disability, or
"(B) involuntary separation (other than for willful mis-

conduct) from the service of, or transfer for the benefit of,
an employer after obtaining full-time employment in which
the taxpayer could reasonably have been eXI)eCted to satisfy
such condition.

"(2) If a taxpayer has not satisfied the condition of subsection
(c) (2) before the time prescribed by law (including extensions
thereof) for filing the return for the taxable year during which he
paid or incurred moving expenses which would otherwise he
deductible under this section, but may still satisfy such condition,
then such expenses may (at the election of the taxpayer) be de-
ducted for such taxable -year notwithstanding subsection (c) (2).

"(3) If—
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"(A) for any taxable year moving expenses have been
deducted in accordance with the rule provided in paragraph
(2), and

"(B) the condition of subsection (c) (2) cannot be satis-
fied at the close of a subsequent taxable year,

then an amount equal to the expenses which were so deducted shall
be included in gross income for the first such subsequent taxable
year.

"(e) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—The amount realized on the sale
of bhe residence described in subparagraph (A) of subsection (b) (2)
shall not be decreased by the amount of any expenses described in such
subparagraph which are allowed as a deduction under subsection (a),
and the basis of a residence described in subparagraph (B) of subsec-
tion (b) (2) shall not be increased by the amount of any expenses
described in such subparagraph which are allowed as a deduction under
subsection (a). This subsection shall not apply to any expenses with
respect to which an amount is included in gross income under subsec-
tion (d)(3).

"(f) RULES FOR SELF-EME'LOYED INDIVIDUALS.—
"(1) DEFINITION.—FOr purposes of this section, the term 'self-

employed mdi viclual' means an individual who performs personal
services—

"(A) as the owner of the entire interest in an unincorpo-
rated trade or business, or

"(B) as a partner in a partnershul) carrying on a trade or
business.

"(2) RULE FOIl A1'L'LICATION OF SUBSECTIONS (b) (1) (c) AND
(n) .—For l)111POSeS of simbparagraphs (C) and (D) of subsection
(b) (1), an individual who commences work at a new principal
place of work as a self-employed individual shall be treated as hav-
ing obtained employment when he has made substantial arrange-
ments to commence such work.

(g) REGUI.vrloNs.—The Secretary or his delegate shall piescribe
such regulations as may be necessary to carry out the pmposes of this
section."

(b) INCIt-sJoN IN Giioss INCOME OF MOVING EXPENSE REiMBURSE-
26 USC 71—81 . MENTs.—-Part II of subchapter B of chapter 1 (relating to items Spe-

cifically included in gross income) is amended by adding after section
81 the following new section
"SEC. 82. REIMBURSEMENT FOR EXPENSES OF MOVING.

"There shall be included in gross income (as compensation for serv-
ices) any amount received or accrued, directly or indirectly, by an
individual as a I)ayment for or reimbursement of expenses of moving
from one residence to another residence which is attributable to
employment or self-employment."

(c) CONFORMING A1rExmiENTS.—
(1) The table of sections for part II of subchapter B of chapter

1 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new item:
"Sec. 82. Reimbursement of moving expenses."

Post, . 646. (2) Section 1001 (relating to determination of amount and rec-
ognition of gain or loss) is amended by adding after subsection
(e) (as added by section 516(a) of this Act) the following new
subsection:

"(f) Cnoss REFERENCE.—
"For treatment of certain expenses incident to the sale of a residence

which were deducted as moving expenses by the taxpayer or his spouse
under section 217(a), see section 217(e)."
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(3) Section 1016(c) is amended to read as follows: 26 Usc 1016.
"(c) Cuoss REFERENCES.—

"(1) For treatment of certain expenses incident to the purchase of
a residence which were deducted as moving expenses by the taxpayer or
his spouse under section 217(a), see sectIon 217(e).

"(2) For treatment of separate mineral interests as one property,
see section 614."

(d) EFFECTIVE DArEs.—The amendments made by this section shall
apply to taxable years beginning after December 31, 1969, except that—

(1) section 217 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (as Ante, p. 577.

amended by subsection (a)) shall not apply to any item to the
extent that the taxpayer received or accrued reimbursement or
other expense allowance for such item in a taxable year beginning
on or before December 31, 1969, which was not included in his
gross income; aiid

(2) the amendments made by this section shall riot apply (at the
election of the taxpayer made at such time and manner as the
Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate prescribes) with respect
to moving expenses paid or incurred before July 1, 1970, in con-
nection with the commencement of work by the taxpayer as an
employee at a new 1cjPl place of work of which the taxpayer
had been notified by his employer on or before 1)ecember 19, 1969.

* * * * *
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TITLE V—ADJUSTMENTS AFFECTING
INDIVIDUALS AND CORPORATIONS

4
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Subtitle D—Subchapter S Corporations

SEC. 531. QUALIFIED PENSION, ETC., PLANS OF SMALL BUSINESS COR-
PORATIONS.

(a) IN GENAL.—Subchapter S of chapter 1 (relating to election 26 USC 1371-
of certain small business corporations as to taxable status) is amended 1378.
by adding at the end thereof the following new section:
"SEC. 1379. CERTAIN QUALIFIED PENSION, ETC., PLANS.

"(a) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT FOR QUALIFICATION OF STOCK BONUS
OR PRoFIT-SHARING PLANS.—A trust forming part of a stock bonus or
profit-sharing plan which provides contributions or benefits for
employees some or all of whom are shareholder-employees shall not
constitute a qualified trust under seetion 401 (relating to qualified pen-
sion, profit-sharing, and stock bonus plans) unless the plan of which
such trust is a vart provides that forfeitures attributable to contribu-
tions deductible under section 404(a) (3) for any taxable year (begin-
ning after l)ecember 31, 1970) of the employer with respect to which
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it is an electing small business corporation may not inure to the bene-
fit of any individual who is a shareholder-employee for such taxable
year. A Plan shall be considered as satisfying the requirement of this
subsection for the period beginning with the first day of a taxable year
and eliding with the 15th day of the third month following the close
of such taxable year, if all the provisions of the plan which are
necessary to satisfy this requirement are in effect by the end of such
period and have been made effective for all puroses with respect to
the whole of such period.

(b) TAxAB1IATY oF SI1REIIoLDER-EMproy1IE Br EFICIARIES.—
"(1) INCLUSION or EXCESS CONTRiBUTIONS IN GROSS INCOME.

26 USC 402. Notwithstanding the provisions of section 402 (relating to tax-
Ante, pp. 591, ability of beneficiary of employees' trust), section 403 (relating
644. to taxation of employee annuities), or section 405(d) (relating to

taxability of beneficiaries under qualified bond 1)1IIVhase l)la1iS),
an individual who is a shareholder-employee of an electing small
business corporation shall include in gross income, for his taxable
year in which or with which the taxable year of the corporation
ends, the excess of the amount of contributions paid on his behalf
which is deductible under section 404(a) (1), (2), or (3) by the
corporation for its taxable year over the lesser of—

"(A) 10 peicelit of the compensation received or accrued by
him from such corporation during its taxable year, or

"(B) $2,500.
"(2) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS INCLUDED IN GROSS INCOME.—Afly

amount included in the gloss income of a shareholder-employee
under paragraph (1) shall be treated as consideration for the con-
tract contributed by the shareholder-employee for purposes of
section 72 (relating to annuities).

"(3) I)EDUCTION FOR AMOUNTS NOT RECEIVED As BEN1lFITS.—If—-
"(A) amounts are mel udecl in the gross income of an mdi-

viclual under paragraph (1) ,and
"(B) the rights of such individual (or Ins beneficiaries)

under the plan terminate before payments under the plan
which are excluded from gross income equal the amounts
included in gross income under paragraph (1),

then there shall be allowed as a deduction, for the taxable year in
which such rights terminate, an amount equal to the excess of the
amounts included in gross income under paragraph (1) over such
I)aylnents.

(c) CARRYOVER OF AMOUNTS I)EDUCT1BLE.—No amount deductible
shall be carried forward under the second sentence of section 404(a)
(3) (A) (relating to limits on deductible contributions under stock
bonus and profit-sharing trusts) to a taxable year of a corporation wit hi
respect to which it is not an electing small business corporation from
a taxtble year (beginning after December 31, 1970) with respect to
which it is an electing small business corporation.

Definition. "(d) SnuiF:IIon)EI-EIp1oyEE.—For purposes of this section, the
term 'shareholder-employee' means an employee or officer of an electing
small business corporation who owns (or is considered as owning
within the meaning of section 318(a) (1), on any day during the tax-
able year of such corporation, more than 5 percent of the outstanding
stock of the corporation."

(b) CONFORMIXG AMENDMENT—Section 62 (relating to adjusted
gross income defined) is amended by inserting after paragraph (8) the
following new paragraph

"(9) PENSION, ETC.. PLANs OF ELECTING SMALL BUSINESS
coriPo1tTIoNs.—-The deduction allowed by section 1379(b) (3)."
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(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sections for subcliaptei. S
of chapter 1 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 26 USC 1371—

new item: 1378.

"Sec. 1379. Certain qualified pensions, etc., plans."

(d) EFFECTIVE fl\TE.—'rlIe amendments made by this section shall
apply with respect to taxab1e years of electing small business
corporations beginning a fter I)ecember 31, 1970.

* *
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TIThE IX—MISCELLANEOIJS PROVISIONS
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Subtitle C—MisceIlanecus Administrative Provisions

4 4 4 4 4
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SEC. 944. DECLARATIONS OF ESTIMATED TAX BY FARMERS.
(a) R.ETUBN As J)EcLR.\TIoN OR AMENDMENT.—Sectioll 6015 (f)

(relating to return considered as declaration or amendment) is
amended by striking out "February 15" and inserting in lieu thereof
"March 1".

(b) EFrEc'rIv1 I)'t'E.—T11e amendment made by subsection (a) shall
apply vit!jespect to taxable -enis beginning after December 31, 1968.
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TITLE X—INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS

SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE.
'l'his title may be cited as the "Social Security Amendments of

1969. 1969

SEC. 1002. INCREASE IN OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY
INSURANCE BENEFITS.

42 USC 415. (a) Section 215(a) of the Social Security Act is amended by striking
ou the table and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

TABII FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS

'I II III IV V
(Primary

(Primary insurance benefit under insurance (Primary (Maximum
1939 Ad, as modified) amount (Average monthly wage) insurance family

under amount) benefils)
1967 Act)

If an individuals
benefit (as determ
(d)) is——

primary
ned und

insUrance
er subsec.

Or his
primary

insurance
omuxel (as
determined

under
subsec. (c))

is—

Or his average monthly wage
(as determined under
subsec. (b)) is—

But
At not

least— more
than—

The amount
referred to

in the
precedIng

paragraphs
of this

subsection
shall be—

And the
maximum
amounl of

benefits
payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
vo the basin
of his wages

and self-
employment

income
shall be—

At
least—

But
not

more
than—

$55.40 $76 $64. 00 $96. 00
ur less

916.21 16.84 56.50 $77 78 65.00 97.50
1685 17.60 57.70 79 03 66.40 99.60
17.61 18.40 58.80 81 81 67.70 101.60
18.41 19.24 59.90 82 83 68.90 103.40
19.25 20.00 61.10 84 85 70.30 105.50
20.01 20.64 62.20 86 87 71.60 107.40
20.65 21.28 63.30 88 89 72. 80 109.20
21.29 21.88 64.50 90 90 74.20 111.30
21.89 22.28 65.60 91 92 75.50 113.30
22.29 22.68 66.70 93 94 76.80 115.20
22.69 23.08 67.80 95 96 78.00 117. 01)
23.09 23.44 69.00 97 97 79.40 119.10
23.45 23.76 70.20 98 99 80.80 121.20
23.77 24.20 71.50 100 101 82.38 123.50
24.21 24.60 72.60 102 102 83.50 125.30
24.61 25.00 73.80 103 104 80.90 127.40
25.01 25.48 75.10 105 106 96.40 129.60
25.49 25.92 76.30 107 107 87.80 131.70
25.93 26.40 77.50 108 109 89.20 133.80
26.41 26.94 78.70 110 113 90.60 135.90
26.95 27.46 79.90 114 118 $1.90 137.90
27.41 28.00 81. 10 119 122 93.30 140.00
211.01 28.68 82.30 123 127 94. 70 142. 10
23.69 29.25 83.60 128 132 96.20 144.30
29.26 29.68 84.70 133 136 97.50 146.30
28.69 30.36 85.90 137 141 98.80 148.20
30.37 30.92 87.20 142 146 100.30 150.50
30.93 31.36 88.40 147 150 101.70 152.60
31.37 32.00 89.50 151 155 103.00 154.50
32.01 32.60 90. 80 156 160 104. 50 156.80
32.61 33.20 92.00 161 164 105.80 156.70
33.21 33.88 93.20 165 169 107. 20 160.80
33.89 34.50 94.40 170 174 108.60 162.90
34.51 35.00 95.60 175 178 110.00 165.08
35.01 35.80 96.80 179 183 111.40 167.10
35.81 36.40 98.00 184 188 112.70 169.10
36.41 37.08 99.30 189 193 114.20 171.38
37.09 37.60 100.50 194 197 115.69 173.40
37.61 38.20 101.60 198 202 116.90 175.40
38.21 39.12 102.90 203 207 118.40 177.60
39.13 39.68 104.10 208 211 119.80 179.70
119.69 40.33 105.20 212 216 121.00 181.50
i.0.34 41. 12 136.50 217 221 122.50 183.80
41.13 41.76 107.70 222 225 123.90 185.90
41.77 42.44 108.90 226 230 125.30 188.00
42.45 43.20 110.10 231 235 126.70 193.10
4321 43.76 111.40 236 239 128.20 192.30
43.77 44.44 112.60 240 244 129.50 195.20
44.45 44.88 113.70 245 249 130.80 199.20
1489 45.60 115.00 250 253 132.30 202.40

116.20 254 258 133.70 206.40
117.30 259 263 134.90 210.40
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"TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS—Continued

"I II III IV V
(Primary

(Primary insarance benefit under insurance (Primary (Maximum
1939 Act, aa modified) amount (Average menthiy wage) insurance tamily

under amount) benefits)
1967 Act)

At
least—

Dr his average monthly wage And the
(as determined tinder maximum

Or his subsec. (b)) is— The amount amount ut
primary reterred to benefits

insurance in the payable (us
amount (as preceding provided in
determined paragraphs sec. 203(a))

But under But ut this no the basis
nut subuec. (c)) not subsection ot his wages

more is— more shall be— and sell-
than— than— employment

Income
shall be—

$118.60 $264 $267 $136.40 $213.60
119.80 268 272 137.80 217.60
121.00 273 277 139.20 221.60
122.20 278 201 140.60 224. 80
123.40 282 286 142. 00 228.00
124.70 287 291 143. 50 232.80
125.80 292 295 144.70 236.00
127.10 296 300 146.20 240.00
128.30 301 305 147.60 244.00
129.40 306 309 140.90 247.20
130.70 310 314 150.40 251.20
131.90 315 319 151.70 255.20
133.00 320 323 153.00 258.40
134.30 324 328 154. 50 22. 40
135.50 329 333 155.90 266.40
136.80 334 337 157.40 269.60
137.90 338 342 158.60 273.60
139. 10 343 347 160. 00 277.60
140.40 348 351 161.50 280.80
141.50 352 356 162.80 284.80
142.80 357 361 164.30 288.80
144.00 362 365 165.60 292.00
145.10 366 370 166.90 296. 00
146.40 371 375 168.40 300.00
147.60 376 379 169.80 303.20
148.90 380 384 171.30 307.20
150.00 385 389 172.50 311.20
151.20 390 393 173.90 314.40
152.50 394 398 175.40 318.40
153.60 399 403 176.70 322.40
154.90 404 407 178. 20 325.60
156.00 408 412 179.40 329.60
157. 10 413 417 180.70 333.60
158.20 418 421 182.00 336.80
159.40 422 426 183.40 340.80
160.50 427 431 184.60 344.80
161.60 432 436 185.90 348.80
162.80 437 440 187.30 359.40
163.90 441 445 188. 50 352.40
165.00 446 450 189.80 354.40
166.20 451 454 191.20 356.00
167.30 455 459 192.40 358.00
168.40 460 464 193.70 360.00
169.50 465 468 195.00 361.60
170.70 469 473 196.40 363.60
171.80 474 478 197.60 365.60
172.90 479 482 198.90 367.20
174. 10 483 487 200.30 369.20
175.20 488 492 201.50 371.20
176.30 493 496 202.80 372.80
177.50 497 501 204.20 374.80
178.60 502 506 205.40 376.80
179.70 507 510 206.70 378.40
100.80 511 515 288.00 380.40
182.00 516 520 289.30 382.40
183. 10 521 524 210.60 384.00
184.20 525 529 211.90 386.00
185.40 530 534 213.30 388.00
188.50 535 538 214.50 389.60
187.60 539 543 215.80 391.60
188.80 544 548 217.20 393.60
189.90 549 553 218.40 395.60
19L00 554 556 219.70 396.80
192.88 557 560 220.80 398.40
193.06 561 563 222.00 399.60
194.00 564 567 223. 10 401.20
195.00 568 570 224.30 402.40
196.00 571 574 225.40 40400
197.00 575 577 226.60 405.20
198.00 578 581 227.70 406.80
199.00 582 584 228.90 408.00
200.00 585 588 230.00 409.60

It an Individaats
benefit (as determined
(d))ls—

primary
under

Insurance
sabsec.

At
beat—
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TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMI LV BENEFITS—Continued

"I

(Primary insurance benefit under
1939 Act, as mnditied)

II
(Primary
insurance
amnunt
under

1967 Act)

III

(Average mnnthly wage)

IV

(Primary
insurance
amnunt)

V

(Maximum
tamily

benefits)

It n individuat's primary insurance
benefit (as determined under subsec.
(d)) is—

•

Or his
primary
insurance

amount (as
determined

under
subsec. (C))

is—

Or his average monthly wage
(as determined under
subsec. (b)) is—

But
At not

least— more
than—

The amount
reterred to

inthe
preceding
paragraphs

at this
subsection
shall be—

And the
maximum
amount at

benefits
payable(as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
no the basis
at his wages

and salt-
emplnyment

income
shall be—

—

But
At not

least— mare
than—

.

$201.00
202.00
203.00
204.00
205.00
206.00
207.00
208.00
209.00
210.00
211.00
212.00
213.00
214.00
215.00
216.00
217.00
218.00

$589 $591
592 595
596 590
599 602
603 605
606 609
610 612
613 616
617 620
621 623
624 627
628 630
631 634
635 637
638 641
642 644
6<5 648
649 650

$231.20
232.30
233.50
234.60
235.80
236.90
238.10
239.20
240.40
241.50
242.70
243.80
245.00
246.10
247.30
248.40
249.60
250.70

410.80
412.40
413.60
415.20
416.40
418.00
419.20
420.80
422.40
423.60
425.20
426.40
428.00
429.20
430.80
432.00
433.60
434. 40''.

42 Usc 403. (b) (1) Section 203(a) of such Act is amended b striking out para-
graph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(2) when two or mole persons were entitled (without the ap-
plication of section 202(j) (1) and section 223(b)) to monthly

42 USC 402, benefits under section 202 or 223 for January 1970 on the basis of
423. the wages and self-employment income of such insured individual

and at least one such person was so entitled for December 1969
on the basis of such wages and self-employment income, such total
of benefits for Janna i'y I 970 ui any stibseqneiat niontli shall not he
reduced to less than the larger of—

"(A) the, amount determined under this subsection without
regard to this paragraph, or

"(B) an amount equal to the sum of the amounts derived by
multiplying the benefit amount cletermmed under this title
(including this subsection, but without the application of sec-

42 USC 422, tion222(b),section2o2(q),andsubsections (b), (c),and (d)
of this sect ion) , as in effect prior to the enactment of the.
Social Security Aniendnients of 1969 (and prior to January
1, 1970), for each such person for such month, by 115 percent
and raising each such inci'easecl amount, if it is not a multiple
of $0.10, to the next higher multiple of $0.10;

but in any such case (i) paragraph (1) of this subsection shall not
be applied to such total of benefits after the application of sub-
paragraph (B), and (ii) if section 202(k) (2) (A) was applicable
in the case of ally such benefits for Janinan'y 1970, and ceases to
apply after such month, the provisions of subparagraph (B) shall
be applied, for and after the month in which section 202(k) (2)
(A) ceases to apply, as though paragraph (1) had not been ap-
plicable to such total of benefits for Jarniai'y 1970, or".
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(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, when two ot more
persons are entitled to monthly insurance benefits under title II of the
Social Security Act for any month after 1969 on the basis of the wages 42 USC 401—429.
and self-employment income of an insured individual (and at least,
one of such persons was so entitled for a month before January 1971
on the basis of an application filed before 1971), the total of the
benefits to which such persons are entitled undet such title for such
month (after the application of sections 203(a) and 202(q) of such Ante,p. 739.
Act) shall be not less than the total of the inonthh insurance benefits 42 USC 402.
to which such persons would be entitled under such title for such
month (after the application of such sections 203 (a) and 202(q) ) with-
out regard to the amendment made by subsection (a) of this section.

(c) Section 215(b) (4) of such Act is amended by striking out 42 USC 415.
"January 1968" each time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
"December 1969".

(d) Section 215(c) of such Act is amended to read as follows:

"Primary Insurance Amount Under 1967 Act

"(c) (1) For the purposes of column II of the table appearing in
subsection (a) of this section, an indivicluaFs pl:imary insurance Ante, p. 737.
amount shall be computed on the basis of the law in effect prior to
the enactment of the Social Security Amendments of 1969.

"(2) The provisions of this subsection shall be applicable only in
the case of an individual who became entitled to benefits under section
202(a) or section 223 before .January 1970, or who died before such 42 USC 423.
month."

(e) The ainendnients made by this section shall apply with respect
to nionthily benefits under title II of the Social Security Act for
months after December 1969 and with respect to lump-smn death pay-
ments under such title in the case of deaths occurring after December
1969.

(f) If an individual was entitled to a disability insurance benefit
under section 223 of the Social Security Act for December 1969 and
became entitled to old-age insurance benefits under section 202(a) of
such Act for January 1970, or he died in such month, then, for pur-
poses of section 215(a) (4) of the Social Security Act (if applicable),
the amount in column IV of the table appearing in such section 215 (a)
for such individual shall be the amount in such column on the line on
which in column II appears his )riniary insurance amount (as (leter-
mined under section 215(c) of such Act) instead of the amount in col-
umn IV equal to the primary insurance amount on which his disability
insurance benefit is based.
SEC. 1003. INCREASE IN BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS AGE

72 AND OVER.
(a) (1) Section 227(a) of the Social Security Act is amended by 42 USC 427.

striking out "$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$46", and by striking
out "$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$23''.

(2) Section 227(b) of such Act is amended by striking out "$40"
and inserting in I jell thereof "$46".

(b) (1) Section 22S (b) (1) of such Act is amended by striking out 42 USC 428.
"$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$46".

(2) Section 228(b) (2) of such Act is amended by striking out "$40"
and insertino in lieu thereof "$46", and by striking out "$20" and
inserting in eu thereof "$23".

(3) Section 228(c) (2) of such Act is amended by striking out "$20"
and inserting in lieu thereof "$23".
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42 USC 428. (4) Section 228(c) (3) (A) of such Act is amended by striking out
"$40" and inserting in lieu thereof "$46".

(5) Section 228(c) (3) (B) of such Act is amendd by striking out
"$20" and inserting in lieu thereof "$23".

(c) The amendments made by subsections (a) arid (b) shall apply
with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the Social Security

42 USC 401429. Act for months after ecembei 1969.
SEC. 1004. MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF A WIFE'S OR HUSBAND'S INSUR-

ANCE BENEFIT.
42 USC 402. (a) Section 202(b) (2) of the Social Security Act is amended to

read as follows:
"(2) Except as provided in subsection (q), such wifes insurance

benefit for each month shall be equal to one-half of the primary insur-
ance amount of her husband (or, in the case of a divorced wife, her
former husband) for such month."

(b) Section 202(c) (3) of such Act is amended to read as follows:
"(3) Except as provided in subsection (q), such husband's msur-

aiice benefit for each month shall be equal to one-half of the primary
insurance amount of his wife for such month."

(c) Sections 202(e) (4) and 202(f) (5) of such Act are each amended
by striking out "whichever of the following is the smaller: (A) one-
half of the primary insurance amount of the deceased individual on
whose wages and self-employment income such benefit is based, or (B)
$105" and inserting iii lieu thereof "one-half of the l)rimitry insurance
amount of the deceased individual on whose wages and self-employ-
rnent income such benefit is based".

(d) The amendments made by subsections (a), (b) , and (c) shall
apply with respect to monthly benefits under title II of the Social
Security Act for months after December 1969.
SEC. 1005. ALLOCATION TO DISABILITY INSURANCE TRUST FUND.

42 USC 401. (a) Section 201(b) (1) of the Social Security Act is amended—
(1) by striking out "and" at the end of clause (B) ; and
(2) by striking out "1967, and so reported," and inserting in

lieu thereof the following: "1967, and before January 1, 1970, and
so reported, and (1)) 1.10 per centum of the wages (as so defined)
paid after 1)ecember 31, 1969, arid so reported,".

(b) Section 201(b) (2) of such Act is amended.—
(1) by striking out "and" at the end of clause (B); and
(2) by striking out "1967," and inserting in lieu thereof the

following: "1967, and before January 1, 1970, and (D) 0.825 of
1 per centum of the amount of self-employment income (as so
defined) so reported for any taxable year beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 1069,".

SEC. 1006. DISREGARDING OF RETROACTIVE PAYMENT OF OASDI
BENEFIT INCREASE.

Notwithstanding the provisions of sections 2(a) (10), 402(a) (7),
1002(a) (8), 1402(a) (8), and 1602(a) (13) and (14) of the Social

42 USC 302, 602, Security Act, each State, in determining need for aid or assistance

1202, 1352, under a State plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part
1382. A of title IV, of such Act, shall disregard (and the plan shall be

deemed to require the State to disregard), in addition to any other
amounts which the State is required or permitted to disregard in deter-
mining such need, any amount paid to an individual under title II
of such Act (or under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 by reason

45 USC 228c. of the first proviso in section 3(e) thereof), in any month after
December 1969, to the extent that (1) such payment is attributable
to the increase in monthly benefits under the old-age, survivors, and
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disability insurance system for January or February 1970 resulting
from the enactment of this title, and (2) the amount of such increase
is paid separately from the rest of the monthly benefit of such indi-
vidual for January or February 1970.
SEC. 1007. DISREGARDING OF INCOME OF OASDI RECIPIENTS IN

DETERMINING NEED FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE.
In addition to the requirements imposed by law as a condition of

approval of a State plan to provide aid or assistance in the form of
money payments to individuals under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the
Social Security Act, there is hereby imposed the requirement (and the 42 USC 301, 1201,
plan shall be deemed to require) that, in the case of any individual 1351, 1381.
receiving aid or assistance for any month after March 1970 and before
July 1970 who also receives in such month a monthly insurance benefit
under title II of such Act which is increased as a result of the enact- 42 USC 401—429.
ment of the other provisions of this title, the sum of the aid or assist-
ance received by him for such month, plus the monthly insurance
benefit received by him in such month (not including any part of such
benefit which is disregarded under sect.ion 1006), shall exceed the 42 USC 1206.
sum of the aid or assistance which would have been received by him for
such month under such plan as in effect for March 1970, plus the
monthly insurance benefit which would have been received by him in
such month without regard to the other provisions of this title, by an
amount equal to $4 or (if less) to such increase in his monthly insur-
ance benefit under such title II (whether such excess is brought about
by disregarding a portion of such monthly insurance benefit or
otherwise).

Approved December 30, 1969, 9:30 am.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY:

HOUSE REPORTS: No. 91—413 (Part 1), No. 91—413 (Part 2) (Comm. on

Ways & Means) and No. 91—782 (Comm. of Conference).

SENATE REPORY No. 91—552 (Comm. on Finance).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 115 (1969):

Aug. 6, 7, Dec. 11: Considered and passed House.
Nov. 21, 24—26, Dec. 1—6, 8—11: Considered and passed Senate,

mm ended.

Dec. 22: House and Senate agreed to conference report.
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January 2, 1970

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1969

To Administrative, Supervisory,
and Technical Employees

On December 30, President Nixon signed the "Tax Reform Act of 1969,"
which includes a social security benefit increase. A copy of the
statement made by the President when he signed the law is enclosed.

As you know, the Senate had added a number of social security
amendments to the tax reform bill. As approved by the House-Senate
Conference Committee, the social security amendments were
virtually identical to those in H. R. 15095, the social security bill
which passed the House on December 15 by a vote of 398-0 (and which
had been described in Commissioner's Bulletin Number 98 at the time
the Ways and Means Committee had reported the bill to the House).

The social security amendments in the Tax Reform Act provide a 15-
percent increase in social security benefits and a similar increase in
the special payments for certain people aged 72 and older, effective
for January 1970. In addition, the $105 limitation on wife's and husband's
insurance benefits is eliminated and - -to cover the effect of the 15-
percent benefit increase- -the allocation of contribution income to the
disability insurance trust fund is increased slightly. No changes in the
contribution rates or contribution and benefit base were required to
finance the changes made by the amendments, since there was a
favorable actuarial balance of 1. 16 percent of taxable payroll in the
combined OASDI program, which was sufficient to cover the cost of
the benefit changes. As a result of the changes, the program has an
actuarial balance of minus 0.08 percent of taxable payroll, which is
within what have been considered acceptable limits.

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION
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Beneficiaries can expect that their April 3 check will reflect the
15-percent increase. A separate check will be issued later in April
to cover the retroactive amount due for January and February.
Families whose total benefits for January 1970 are limited by the
family maximum provision will get a 15-percent increase in benefits
for January if at least one member of the family was on the benefit
rolls in December 1969. Families on the rolls before 1971 will not
get less in total benefits as a result of the 1969 amendments than they
would have if the amendments had not been enacted. (Without this
provision, a decrease in benefits could have occurred for certain
families affected by the family maximum provision where the worker's
benefil: was actuarially reducecL)

The Committee on Ways and Means is expected to resume executive
sessions on the social security, Medicare, Medicaid, and welfare
programs on January 19. Committee Chairman Wilbur D. Mills and
the Committee's ranking minority member, John W. Byrnes, have
said that they expect that the Committee will report a bill to the House
by late March.

Robert M. Ball
Commissioner

Enclosure
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE DECE4BER 30, 1969

Office of the White House Press Secretary

THE WHITE HOUSE

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT
ON SIGNING OF TAX REFORM A(r

OF 1969

Eight months ago, I submitted a sweeping set of proposals to the Congress
for the first major tax reform in 15 years, one which would make our tax
system more fair.

My proposals were carefully balanced to avoid increasing the pressure on

prices that were already rising too fast.

Congress has passed an unbalanced bill that is both good and bad. The tax

reforms, on the whole, are good; the effect on the budget and on the cost of

living is bad

When the Congress reduces revenues, and at the same time increases
appropriations, it causes budget deficits that lead to higher prices.

In terms of long-overdue tax reform, most of my major reform proposals

were adopted. Other proposals were worked out between the Congress and

the Administration; still others were the handiwork of the Congress alone.

More than nine million low-income people who pay taxes will be dropped
from the tax rolls. This results primarily from the special Low Income

Allowance that I proposed last April as a means of making sure that people

at or below the poverty level do not have to pay Federal income taxes.

-- A large number of highincome persons who have paid little or no

Federal income t.xes will now bear a fairer share of the tax burden

through enactment of a minimum income tax comparable to the proposal

that I submitted to the Congress, which closes the loopholes that

permitted much of this tax avoidance. However, the highest rates on
wages and other earned income, not otherwise tax-sheltered, will be
reduced from 70% to 50% in 1972.

The Congress accepted my recommendations to reduce sharply the

discrimination against single persons in the tax laws.

-- Over 19 million additional people who pay taxes will find their annual
task easier because they will find it advantageous to use the simple standard

MORE

(ovER)
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deduction, which is being significantly increased, rather than
listing each deduction separately.

- Measures are also included that will guard against over-
withholding of income taxes. For example, students who work in
the summer and who in the past have had taxes withheld and retained
by the government until refund checks were mailed out the following
spring, will no longer be subject to such withholding.

- - The application of our Low Income Allowance will permit a student
in 1970 to earn $1,725 -- $825 more than at the present time --
without paying Federal taxes or being subject to withholding.

-- The 255-page bill represents a sweeping revision of the Internal
Revenue Code. Section after section is tightened to prevent the
avoidance of taxes that has permitted far too many of our citizens
to avoid the taxes that others have Iad to pay.

-- Our continuing efforts to meet the nation's housing needs will
be aided. The tax bill encourages rehabilitation of old housing
and investment in residential construction.

- Tax-free foundations were brought under much closer Federal
scrutiny, although Congress wisely rejected provisions that would
have hampered legitimate activities of the voluntary sector. At
the same time, we must recognize that Congressional consideration
of this matter reflected a deep and wholly legitimate concern about
the role of foundations in our national life.

Congress also accepted this Adm:Lnistration's recommendation to
increase Social Security payments, enabling our older citizens to
maintain their standara of living in the face of rising prices.
Er1ier I proposed that this be accomplished through a "catch-up"
increase in payments coupled with automatic increases in the years
ahead to meet any future rises in living costs. Congress provided
instead for a higher one-time increase with no automatic increases
in the years ahead. I believe my position was more responsive to
the long-range needs of the elderly, but the overriding considera-
tion is that 25 million recipients of Social Security benefits have
fallen behind financially, which makes my approval of this short-range
revision necessary.

Despite the achievement of these worthy goals, the decision to sign
the bill was not an easy one.

The bill unduly favors spending at the expense of saving at a time when
demands on our savings are heavy. This will restrict the flow

MORE
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of savings to help build housing, to provide credit for small
business firms and farmers, and to finance needed State and local
government projects. It will make our fight against the rising

cost of living more difficult.

The critical moment for this legislation came after the Senate had
passed a totally irresponsible bill that would have led to a sharp

increase in the cost of living for every family in America. In a
letter to the leaders of the Congress, I left no doubt that such a
bill would be vetoed.

As a result, when members of the Congress met to work out the differ-
ences between the House and Senate bills, the bill that came out of
that Conference was over six billion dollars less inflationary for

the next fiscal year than the bill that had passed the Senate. It

still falls almost three billion dollars short of my original proposals,

but this response to my appeal to budgetary sanity makes it possible
for me to sign the bill into law.

I am, however, deeply concerned about the reluctance of the Congress
to face up to the adverse impact of its tax and. spending decisions.
If taxes are to be reduced, there must be corresponding reductions

on the expenditure side. This has not been forthcoming from the

Congress. On the contrary: In the very session when the Congress
reduced revenues by $3 billion, it increased spending by $3 billion
more than I recommended.

A deficit in the budget at this time would be irresponsible and intol-
erable. We cannot reduce taxes and increase spending at a time and.

in a way that raises prices. That would be robbing Peter to pay Paul.

That is why I shall take the action I consider necessary to present
a balanced budget for the next fiscal year.

I am also concerned about the constraint this act imposes on government

revenues in future years, limiting our ability to meet tomorrow's
pressing needs.

Seldom is any piece of major legislation fully satisfactory to a
President. This bill is surely no exception. But I sign it because
I believe that, on balance, it is a necessary beginning in the process
of making our tax system fair to the taxpayer.

###
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Calendar No. 1210
91ST CONGRESS I SENATE RpoR1'

dSession f No. 91—1191

TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT AND RETIREMENT

SEPTEMBER 17, 1970.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. FONG, from the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service,
submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany S. 2984]

The Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, to which was
referred the bill (S. 2984) to permit certain Federal employment, to be
counted toward retirement. having considered the same, reports fax-
orably thereon with amendments and recommends that the bill as
amended do p•

EXPLANATION AND JUSTIFICATION

Some temporary, part-time, and intermittent employment is cov-
ered by social security rather than by the retirement program. Such
Federal civilian. employment which, because of the type of appoint-
ment, places the employee under the social security law is generally
creditable for civil service retirement purposes, if the employee is
later employed in a position subject to the civil service retirement sys-
tem. One exception to this rule exists as the result of the enactment of
section 115 of the Social Security Amendments of 1954, Public Law
83—761, approved September 1, 1954.

By the. terms of section 115, an employee who acquires social security
coverage under the Social Security Amendments of 1954 may never
receive retirement credit un(Ier the civil service retirement system or
under any other retirement system established by the United States
for the service covered by social security. Under the 1954 Social
Security Amendments, which became effective January 1, 1955, social
security coverage was and is extended to temporary and indefinite
employees in the field service of the Post Office Deparmtent, temporary
and indefinite employees of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion, temporary census-taking employees of the Censur Bureau;
employees on a contract or fee basis, persons receiving nominal py
of $12 a year or less, and patient employees in Federal hospitals.

48-010
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Accordingly, any temporary or indefinite employee of this kind may
not, if he later secures civil service retirement coverage, receive credit
for his prior social security covered service in determining title to
annuity icr himself or his survivors, or in the computation of his
annuity benefit. This is true even though the employee is not then or
would not at, any time in the future become eligible for social security
benefits.

S. 2984 would repeal section 115 of the Social Security Amendments
of 1954 to permit social security-covered service in the categories listed
above to be counted under the civil service retirement system or other
retirement system for Federal employees.

S. 2984 woukl become effective upon enactment and apj)ly to em-
l)lOYeeS and former employees who thereafter retire. An employee-
annuitant or survivoi—annuitant who, on the date of enactment, was
already receiving or entitled to receive retirement benefits could
request the Civil Service Commission (or other office which administers
his retirement system) to allow additional service credit for any
employment in the categories previously mentioned. The resulting
increase in annuity would be payable only from the first of the month
following enactment.

An employee who has service which becomes creditable for retire-
ment p1rposes as a result of this bill may, if he wishes, make a deposit
to the retiremCnt fund equal to retirement deductions for the period,
Plus interest. Like any other employee who has miondeduction service,
he will receive retirement credit without making any deposit, and the
only penalty for non j)aymellt is a reduction in annuity equal to 10
1)rce1t o the amount due as deposit.

A MENDMENTS

As introduced, 5. 2984 would have credited toward civil service
retirement l)re%ious social security covered service only in the case of
temporary and indefinite employees in the field service of the Post
Office Department. The committee, believing that all employees in
the same circumstances should be treated alike, has amended the bill
to include all employees deprived of such retirement credit by section
115 of the Social Security Amendments of 1954. The title was also
amended to reflect more accurately the purpose of the bill as amended.

AGENCY VIEWS

The staff of the Civil Service Commission advises that, in the staff's
view, the existing bar to retirement credit imposed by the 1954 Social
Security Amendments is inequitable in principle, because it denies
credit for Federal civilian service under the retirement system which
was established and is maintained as the staff retirement plan for
career civilian employees. Such a system should base retirement in-
come on all service performed for the Federal Government as employer.

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW

In compliance with subsection 4 of rule XXIX of the Standing Rules
of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill as rel)orted are
shown as follows (existing law in which no change is proposed is shown

S. Eept. 91—1191
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in roman; existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black
brackets; new matter is shown in italic):

* * * * * * *

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1954

* * * * * * *

COVERED EMPLOYMENT NOT COUNTED UNDER OTHER
FEDERAL RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

(SEC. 115. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, in deter-
nlining eligibility for or the amount of any benefit (other than a benefit
under title II of the Social Security Act or under the Railroad Retire-
ment Act of 1937, as amended) under any retirement system estab-
lished by the United States or any instrumentality thereof, there shall
not be taken into account any service which, by reason of the amend-
ments to section 210 (a) of the Social Security Act made by section
101 (c) of this act, constitutes employment as defined in such section
210 (a).]

0

S. Rept. 91—1191



Senate
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1970

CIVIL SERVICE RETmEMENT OF
TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES IN THE
POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ed to the consideration of Calender No.
1210, S. 2984.

The PRESIDENT pro tenipore. The
bill will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
S. 2984, to permit certain service per-
formed as a temporary employee of the
field service of the Post Office Depart-
ment to be counted toward civil service
retirement.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service with an
amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That section 115 of the Social Security
Amendments of 1954 is hereby repealed.

SEc. 2. (a) The repeal of such section 115.
made by the first section of this Act, shall
not apply In the case of a person who.
on the date of enactment or this Act, is
receiving or Is entitled to receive benefits
under any retirement system estabUshed by
the united 8tates or any Instrumentality
thereof unless he requests, In writing, the
omce which administers his retirement sys—
tern to apply It In his case.

(b) Any additional benefite payable pur-
suant to a request made under subeection
(a) of this section shall commence on the
first of the month foUowtng enactment of
this Act.

The amendment was agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

f or a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
"A bill to permit certain Federal em-
ployment to be counted toward retire-
ment."

8 16265



91ST CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES j REPORT

2dSession j No. 91—172Z

COUNTING OF CERTAIN FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT
TOWARD RETIREMENT

DECEMBER 10, 1970.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. MILLS, from the Committee on Ways and Means,
submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany S. 2984]

The Committee on Ways and Means, to whom was referred the
bill (S. 2984) to permit certain Federal employment to be counted
toward retirement, having considered the same, report favorably
thereon without amendment and recommend that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE

The purpose of S. 2984 is to accord equal treatment in crediting
Federal service for civil service retirement purposes to certain Federal
employees. Such equal treatment is now precluded by section 115 of
the Social Security Amendments of 1954, which section S. 2984
would repeal.

GENERAL STATEMENT

Under existing law, some temporary, part-time and intermittent
employment by the Federal Government is covered by the social
security program rather than by the civil service retirement program
or other retirement programs for Federal employees. Such Federal
civilian employment is generally creditable for civil service retirement
purposes if the employee is later employed in a position subject to
the civil service retirement system. One exception to this rule exists
as a result of the enactment of section 115 of the Social Security
Amendments of 1954.

By the terms of section 115, Federal employees who acquired social
security coverage under the 1954 amendments may never receive
credit under a retirement system for Federal emp'oyees for this serv-
ice covered by social security. The employees so affected are primarily

48—006
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those who receive tcmj)orarv appointments in the field service of the
Post Office Department, but section 115 applies also to a small number
of temporary employees in the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion, in a Federal land bank or bank for cooperatives, census-taking
employees of the Census Bureau, and to employees paid on a contract
or fee basis, (mplovees receiving nominal pay of $12 a year or less,
and l)atiellt employees in Federal hospitals.

The temporary appointments of many of these employees, es—

peciall those o.f the Post Office Department, ripen into permanent
appointments, at which time they acquire coverage under the civil
service retirement system and lose their social security coverage ac-
quired under the 1954 amendments. When they retire tinder the civil
service retirement system they cannot receive credit for their tempo-
rarv eili l)lovlflent as do nersons in other temporary Federal positions.

Au employee who has service which becomes creditable for retire—
mont puirposes as a result of this bill may, if he wishes, make a deposit
to the civil service retirement fund equal to retirement deductions for
the period, plus interest. If he failed to make this deposit, his retire-
ment annuity would be reduced by 10 percent of the amount owed
as deposit.

There are about 345,000 permanent full—time employees of the Post
Office Department who have approximately 2.5 years each of tempo-
rary em ploymeiit which would become creditable toward civil service
retirement upon enactment of S. 2984. The number of nonpostal
eniplovees with temporary employment excluded from retirement
credit by section 115 cannot be ascertained but it is believed to be
relativev very small.

Based on the 345,000 figure, time Civil Service Commission etimates
that the unfunded liability of the civil service retirement and (lis—
ability fmnid would be increased by $402 million. Under the provisions
of 5 U.S.C. 8348, pertaining to the civil service retirement and dis—
ahiltv tumid, ('uImlctTfleiIt of S. 2984 is deemed to authorize appropri-
ations to time fund to finance this increase in unfunded liability l)ltIs
iiterest iii 30 equal annual imistalinients, with the first installment
being due June 30, 1971. Each installment would amount to an
estinmated $21.1 million.

S. 2984 \volll(l become effective liJ)Oii enactment ((11(1 apply to
employees and former employees who thereafter retire or (lie. An
already retired employee or survivor annuitant could request his
retirememit system to allow credit for temporary service excluded
by section 115. However, the increase in annuity benefit resulting
from credit of the temporary service would be payable only from the
first of :he month following enactment.

This bill is approved by both the U.S. Civil Service Commission
and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Your
committee is unanimous in recommending enactment of S. 2984.

CHANGES IN ExIsTING LAW MADE BY THE BILL, As REPORTED

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, chaiìges in existing law made by the bill, as re-
ported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is
enclosed in black brackets):

H. Rept. 91—1722
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SECTION 115 OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1954

(COVERED EMPLOYMENT NOT COUNTED UNDER OTHER
FEDERAL RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

(SEC. 115. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, iii deter-
mining eligibility for or the amount of any benefit (other than a benefit
under title II of the Social Security Act or under the Railroad Retire-
merit Act of 1937, as ameiided) under any retirement system estab-
lished by the United States or any instrumentality thereof, there shall
not be taken into aCCOUnt auly serviCe which, by reason of the amend—
meats to section 210 (a) of tile Social Security ACt made by section
101 (c) of this act, constitutes employment as defined in such section
210 (a).]

0
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COUNTING OF CERTAIN FEDERAL
EMPLOYMENT TOWARD RETIRE-
MENT
Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent for the immediate consid-
eration of the bill (S. 2984) to permit
service performed as a temporary em-
ployee of the field service of the Post
Office Department to be counted toward
civil service retirement, which was
unanimously reported to the House by
the Committee on Ways and Means.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Louisiana?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill as folows:

S. 2984
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

0/ Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
115 of the Social Security Amendments of
1954 is hereby repealed.

SEC. 2. (a) The repeal of such section 115.
made by the first section of this Act, shall not
apply in the case of a person who, on the
date of enactment of this Act, is receiving
or is entiled to receive benefits under any
retirement system established by the United
States or any instrumentality thereof unless
he requests, in writing, the office which ad-
ministers his retirement system to apply it
in his case.

(b) Any additional benefits payable pur-
suant to a request made under subsection
(a) of this section shall commence on the
first of the month following enactment of
this Act.

Mr. BOOGS. Mr. Speaker, such equal
treatment is now precluded by section
115 of the Social Security Amendments
of 1954, which section S. 2984 would re-
peal.

Under existing law, some temporary,
part-time and intermittent employment
by the Federal Government is covered by
the social security program rather than
by the civil service retirement program
or other retirement programs for Fed-
eral employees. Certain of these positions
were covered under social security by the
Social Security Amendments of 1950;
others were covered under the Social Se-
curity Amendments of 1954. Federal civil-
ian employment covered under the 1950
amendments is creditable for civil serv-
ice retirement purposes if the employee
is later employed in a position subject to
the civil sei'vice retirement system. Those
covered under the 1954 amendments may
not have such service later credited un-
der civil service retirement simply be-
cause of the enactment of section 115 of
the Social Security Amendments of 1954.

By the terms of section 115, Federal
employees who acquired social security

December 22, 1970
coverage under the 1954 amendments
may never receive credit under a retire-
ment system for Federal employees for
this service covered by social security.
Most of the employees so affected are
those who receive temporary appoint-
ments in the field service of the Post Of-
fice Department, but section 115 applies
also to a small number of other tempo-
rary employees.

An employee who has service which
becomes creditable for retirement pur-
poses as a result of this bill may, if he
wishes, make a deposit to the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Fund equal to retirement
deductions for the period, plus interest.
If he failed to make this deposit, his re-
tirement annuity would be reduced by 10
percent of the amount owed as deposit.
This is the same treatment as is given
to the temporary employees brought un-
der social security by the 1950 amend-
ments who later acquire coverage under
the civil service retirement system.

Mr. Speaker, enactment of the bill
would affect around 345,000 Post Office
employees and would require additional
appropriations to the civil service re-
tirement and disability trust fund of an
estimated $21.1 million a year.

The bill has the approval of both the
U.S. Civil Service Commission and the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. Your committee is unanimous
in recommending its enactir.ent.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.



Public Law 9 1-630
91st Congress, S. 2984

December 31, 1970

911 Ct
84 STAT. 1875

To permit certain Federal employment to be counted toward retirement.

Be ii enacted by the Senate and Houee of Repre8entativee of the
United Statee of America in Congress as8e,nbied, That section 115 of Federal re-
the Social Security Amendments of i94 is hereby repealed. tirement.

SEC. 2. (a) The repeal of such section 115 made by the first section Covered em-
of this Act, shall not apply in the case of a person who, on the date of ployment.

enactment of this Act, is receiving or is entitled to receive benefits 1C)87
under any retirement system established by the United States or any
instrumentality thereof unless he requests, in writing, the office which note
administers his retirement system to apply it. in his case.

(b) Any additional benefits payable pursuant to a request made Effeotive
under subsection (a) of this section shall commence on the first of the date.
month following enactment of this Act.

Approved December 31, 1970.

UGISLATIVE HISTORY:

}USE REPORT No. 91—1722 (Coein. on Ways and Means).
SENATE REPORT No. 91—1191 (Corn. on Post Office and Civil Servioe).

CONGRESSIONAL RECOND, Vol. 116 (1970):

Sept, 23, considered and passed Senate.

Dec. 22, considered and passed House.
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91ST CONGRESS I HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES J REPORT

2dSe8siom J No. 91—1716

DISREGARDING OF OASDI AND RAILROAD RETIREMENT
INCOME IN DETERMINING NEED FOR PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE

[)ECIMBER 10, 1970.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union and ordered to be printed.

Mr. MILLS, from the Committee on Ways and Means,
submitted the following

REPORT
LTo accompany H.R. 19915]

The Committee on Ways and Means, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 19915) to make permanent the existing temporary provision
for disregarding income of oldage, survivors, and disability insurance
and railroad retirement recipients in determining their need for public
assistance, having considered the same, report favorably thereon with-
out amendment and recommend that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE OF H.R. 19915

'lhe jurjose of H.R. 19915 is to make permanent section 1007 of
the Social Security Amendments of 1969. Section 1007 was a temporary
provision that accompanied the 15-percent increase in social security
benefits, the principal purpose of the Social Security Amendments of
1969.

Under section 1007, the States were required to take action to
assure that recipients of public assistance under the federally aided
adult public assistance programs (the old-age assistance, aid to the
blind, and aid to the permanently and totally disabled programs) who
also received a social security benefit increase under the 1969 amend-
ments would realize an increase in combined iiicome from public
assistance and social security equal to $4 a month or the amount of
the social security benefit increase received by the recipient, if loss.
A State could meet this requirement either by disregarding a portion
of the recipient's social security payment or by raising t.he State's
standard of assistance for all recij)ients under the program involved.

48—006
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Sectioi. 1007 of the 1969 amendments as originally enacted apl)liNI
only to public assistance payments made before July 1970. The
provision was enacted on a temporary basis in order to allow
Congress time to consider the problem with which it dealt more
thoroughly in connection with the work it has planned to (10 on Illajol
welfare proposals this year.

In April, the House of Representatives passed H.R. 16311, the
administration's l)rol)osed welfare legislation. One of the sections of
this bill provided for making section 1007 permanent law in the same
manner as H.R. 19915.

In June of this year, when it became apparent that the Senate would
not be able to complete action on H.R. 16311 before section 1007 was
to expire, the Senate adopted an amendment to another pending bill
(H.R. 14720) to extend the application of section 1007 through October
of 1970. The Senate amendment also broadened section 1007 to al)ply
to railroad retirement beneficiaries. The House agreed to this amend-
ment and it was signed into law (Public Law 9 1—306).

The Senate has taken further action on this issue by including a
provision to extend the applicatioii of section 1007 through December
31, 1971, in the pending Social Security Amendments of 1970 (H.R.
17550) which was ordered reported in the Senate on December 9.

Since section 1007 expired at the end of October and since both
Houses of Congress have taken some action in the direction of extend-
ing its application to apply in the future, your committee believes it is
imperat:ive that action be taken on this legislation in order to prevent
the States from ceasing to apply the provision, which iii some instances
could result in a $4 reduction in public assistance payments for some
recipients. HR. 19915 would apply retroactively to public assistance
payments for months since October 1970.

Your committee is unanimous in recommending enactment of
HR. 19915.

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY THE BILL, AS REPORTED

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted
is enclosed in black brackets, existing law in which no change is pro-
1)OSCd is shown in roman):

SECTION 1007 OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1969

SEC. 1007. DISREGARDING OF INCOME OF OASDI RECIP-
IENTS AND RAILROAD RETIREMENT RE-
CIPIENTS IN DETERMINING NEED FOR
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

In addition to the requirements imposed by law as a condition of
approval of a State plan to provide aid or assistance in the forni of
money payments to individuals under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the
Social Security Act, there is hereby imposed the requirement (and the
1)lan shall be deeme(l to require) that, in the case of any individual
receiving aid or assistance for any month after March 1970 (and before

H. Rept. 91—1716
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November 1970] who also receives in such month (1) a monthly
insLirance benefit under title II of such Act which is increased as a
result of the enactment of the other provisions of this title, the sum
of the aid or assistance received by him for such month, pius the
monthly insurance benefit received by him in such month (not includ-
ing any 1)art of such benefit which is disregarded under section 1006),
shall exceed the sim of the aid or assistance which would have been
reciuved by him for such month under such plan as in effect for
March 1970, 1)1Ils the monthly insurance benefit which would have
been rceived by him in such month without regard to the other
provisiois of this title, by an amount equal to $4 or (if less) to such
increase in his monthly insurance benefit under such title II (whether
sich excss is brought about by disregarding a 1)ortio1 of such monthly
ins.lrtulce benefit or otherwise), or (2) a monthly payment of annuity
or pension under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 or the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1935 which is increased as a result of the enact-
ment (after May 30, 1970, and before December 31, 1970) of any
Act which provides general increases in the amount of the annuities
or pensions payable under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 or
the Railroad Retirement Act of 1935, the sum of the aid or assistance
received by him for such month, plus the monthly amount of such
annuity or pension received by him in such month (not including any
part of such annuity or pension which is disregarded under section
1006), shall (except as otherwise provided in the succeeding sentence)
exceed the sum of the aid or assistance which would have been received
by him for such month under such plan as in effect for March 1970,
plus the monthly annuity or pension which would have been received
by him in such month without regard to the provisions of the Act
enacted by such enactment, by an amount equal to $4 or (if less) to
such increase in his monthly annuity or pension under the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 or the Railroad Retirement Act of 1935
(whether such excess is brought about by disregarding a portion of
such annuity or pension or other otherwise). If, in the case of any
individual, the provisions of both clauses (1) and (2) of the preceding
sentence are applicable to him with respect to any month, any increase
in the annuity or pension (referred to in clause (2) of the preceding
sentence) of such individual for such month shall, for purposes of such
sentence, be treated as an additional increase in the amount of his
monthly insurance benefit under title II of the Social Security Act for
such month in lieu of an increase for such month in his annuity or
pension (as so referred to).

ci

H. lmcpt. 91-1716



Union Calendar No.821
9IST CONGRESS H. R. 19915

[Report No. 91—1716]

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

DEc 7, 1970
Mr. BU1TON of California introduced the following bill; which was referred

to the Committee on Ways and Means

DECEMBER 10, 170
Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the Union

and ordered to be printed,

A BILL
To make permanent the existing temporary provision for dis-

regarding income of old-age, survivors, and disability insur-

ance and railroad retirement recipieut in determining their

need for public assistance.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

That, effective with respect. to months after October 1970,

section 1007 of the Social Security Amendments of 1969 is

amended by striking out "and before November 1970".

I
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2D SESSION r-i. i. 1 99 1

[Report No. 91—1716]

A BILL
To make permanent the existing temporary

provision for disregarding income of old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance and
railroad retirement recipients in determin-
ing their need for public assistance.

By Mr. BURTON of California

DECEMBER 7, 1970

Referred to the Committee on Ways and Means
DECEMBER 10. 1970

Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union and ordered to be printed
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DISREGARDING OF OASDI AND
RAILROAD RETIREMENT INCOME
IN DETERMINING NEED FOR PUB-
LIC ASSISTANCE
Mr. B000S. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H.R. 19915) tO
make permanent the existing temporary
provision for disregarding income of old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance
and railroad retirement recipients in de-
terinining their need for public assist-
ance, which was unanimously reported
to the House by the Committee on Ways
and Means.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempoie. Is therc

objection to the request of the gentleman
from Louisiana?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill as follows:

HR. 19915
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That, effec-
tive with respect to months after October
1970, section 1007 of the Social Security
Amendments of 1969 Is amended by striking
out "and before November 1970'.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, under sec-
tion 1007, the States were required to
take action to assure that recipients of
public assistance under the federally
aided adult public assistance programs—
the old-age assistance, aid to the blind
and aid to the permanently and totally
disabled programs—who also received a
social security benefit increase under the
1969 amendments would realize an in-
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crease In combined Income from public
assistance and social security equal to
$4r a month or the amount of the social
security benefit increase received by the
recipient if less. A State could meet this
requirement either by disregarding a
portion of the recipient's social security
payment or by raising the State's stand-
ard of assistance for all recipients under
the program involved.

Section 1007 of the 1969 amendments
as originally enacted applied only to pub-
lic assistance payments made before
July 1970. The provision was enacted on
a temporary basis in order to allow Con-
gress time to consider the problem with
which It dealt more thoroughly in con-
nection with the work it had planned to
do on major welfare proposals this year.

This matter has already been consid-
ered an acted upon by the House. In
April, the House of Representatives
passed H.R. 16311, the administration's
proposed welfare legislation. One of the
sections of this bill provided for making
section 1007 permanent law in the same
manner as H.R. 19915.

tinder legislation enacted in June of
this year, the provision was extended for
another temporary period, through the
end of October. The pending social se-
curity bill (H.R. 17550) as reported in
the Senate contains a provision extend-
ing the application of section 1007,
through December 31, 1971.

Mr. Speaker, I believe it is important
that action be taken on this bill so that
States will not discontinue applying the
$4 income disregard. This legislation is
required to protect many recipients
against a cut in their public assistance
payments. it is also required in order
that the States may know whether or not
they should continue to apply the in-
come disregard provision.

Mr. Speaker, this bill was favorably re-
ported unanimously by the committee.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.



Calendar No. 1558
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rc TIlE SEN •TE OF THE UNITED ST \TES

DECEMBER 28. 1970

Read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance

DECEMBER 31, 1970

The Committee on Finance discharged, and ordered to be placed on the calendar

AN ACT
To make perillailelit tile existing temporary provisioii for dis-

regarding inoiiie of o1dage, survivors, and disability ilisur—

ance aiid railroad retirenient recipients in deterininhig their

iieed for public, assistance.

Be it eRactccl b!J the Seiate ((nil Honse of J?eprcsenta—

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That, effective with resl)ect to month after Oitober 1970,

4 section 1007 of the Social Security Ainendiiients of 1969 is

5 auiien'ded b trikiiig out ''aiid before \oveiuber 1970''.

Passed the house of Represeuitatives December 22,
1970.

Attest: W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk.

II
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AN ACT
To make permanent the existing temporary

provision for disregardiig income of old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance and
railroad retirement 1ecil)ients in determimi-
ing their need for public assistance.

DECEMBER 28, 1970

Read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance

DECEMBER 31, 1970

rrlle Committee on Finance discharged, and ordered to
be Placed on the calendar



MAKING PERMANENT THE TEM-
PORARY PROVISION FOR DISRE-
GARDING INCOME OF OLD AGE,
SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY IN-
SURANCE AND RAILROAD RErIRE-
MENT RECIPIENTS IN DETERMIN-
ING NEED FOR PUBLIC ASSIST-
ANCE

The bill (HR. 19915) to make perma-
nent the existing temporary provision
for disregarding Income of old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance and rail-

S 21735

road retirement recipients in determin-
ing their need for public assistance was
announced as next in order.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I understood
there was an amendment to be offered
on this bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
there is an amendment to be offered, then
I believe, in view of that situation, I shall
withdraw consideration of the bill.

Mr. President, I withdraw considera-
tion of this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be withdrawn.

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate turn to the considera-
tion of Calendar No. 1558, H.R. 19915;
that it be made the pending business, and
that an amendment to it be considered.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read the bill by
title, as follows: A bill (H.R. 19915) to
make permanent the existing temporary
provision for disregarding income of old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance
and railroad retirement recipients in de-
termining their need for public assist-
ance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. there
is an amendment at the desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-
pore. The amendment will be read.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute as
follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

That section 1007 of the Social Security
Amendments of 1969, as amended by sec-
tion 2(b) of Public Law 91—306, is amended
to read as fo1ows:

'SEc. 1007. In addition to the require-
ments imposed by law as a condition of
approval of a State plan to provide aid to
individuals under title I, X, XIV, or XVI
of the Social Security Act, there is hereby
imposed the requirement. (and the plan shall
be deemed to require) that, in the case of
any individual found eligible (as a result
of the requirement imposed by this section
or otherwise) for aid for any month after
March 1970 and before January 1972 who
also receives in such month—

''(1) a monthly insurance benefit under
tltle II of such Aot, the sum of the aid
received by him for such month, plus the
monthiy Insurance benefit received by him
in such month, shall not be less than the
sum of the aid which would have been re-
ceived by him for such month Under the
State plan as in effect for March 1970, pius
either

(A) the monthly insurance benefit
which was or would have been received by
him In March 1970 without regard to the
other provisions of this title plus $4. or

"'(B) the monthly insurance benefit which
was or would have been received by him in
March 1970 under the provisions of this
title,
whichever is less (whether this requirement
is satisfied by disregarding a portion of his
monthly insurance benefit or otherwise), or

(2) a monthly payment of annuity or
pension under the Railroad Retirement Act

January 2, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE
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of 1937 or t1,e Railroad Retirement Act of
1935, the sum of the aid received by him In
such month, plus the monthly payment of
such annuity or pension received by him in
such month (not including any part of such
annuity or pension which is disregarded
under sectlbn 1006), shall (except as other-
wise provided, in the succeeding sentence)
not be less than the sum of the aid Which
would have been received by him fOr such
month under such plan as in effect for
March 1970, plus either

(A) the monthly payment of annuity
or pension which was or would have been
received by him in March 1970 without re-
gard to the provisions of any Act enacted
after May 30. 1970, and before December 31,
1970, which provides general increases in
the amount of such monthly payment of
annuity or pension plus $4, or

(B) the monthly payment of annuity
or pension which was or would have been
received by him In March 1970, takIng into
account the provisions of such Aot (ft any),
whichever Is less (whether this requirement
is Satisfied by disregarding a portion of' his
monthly payment of annuity or pension or
otherwise).''

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yielrl?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the

reason for the amendment is that the
substance of this legislation was In-
cluded in the social security bill. It was
anticipated, at the time the Senate
Finance Committee took action on this
measure, that the House would agree to
a conference and that we would have a
social security bill. Unfortunately, those
expectations have not been fulfilled,
and in order to do equity, it is necessary
to have this legislation. It is hoped that
there will be a social security bill next
year, and therefore, it is necessary to ex-
tend the application of this legislation
only for 1 additional year.

That is what the purpose of the
amendment is, and I hope the Senate
will agree to it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The amendment was ordered to be en-

grossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

The title was amended so a& to read:
"An Act to extend the temporary pro-
vision for disregarding income of old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance
and railroad retirement recipients in
determining their need for public assist-
ance."

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, if the dis-
tinguished majority leader will yield, I
might say, for the information of the
Senate, that the reason we are passing
the bill with an amendment today is that
the distinguished chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee in the other body
is over there, and we hope this measure
can be expeditiously adopted.
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DISREGARDING INCOME FROM
OASDI AND RAILROAD RETiRE-
MENT FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS
Mr. BOOGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

Imous consent to take from the Speaker's
desk the bill (H.R. 19915) to make perm-
anent the existing temporary provision
for disregarding Income of old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance and rail-
road retirement recipients in determining
their need for public assistance, with
Senate amendments thereto, and concur
in the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The Clerk read the Senate amend-

ments as follows:
Strike out all alter the enacting clause

and insert: That section 1007 of the Social
Security Amendments of 1969, as amended
by section 2(b) of Public Law 91—306, Is
amended to read as follows:

"Ssc. 1007. In addition to the requirements
imposed by law as a condition of approval
of a State plan to provide aid to individuals
under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social
Security Act, there Is hereby Imposed the re-
quirement (and the plan shall be deemed to
require) that, In the case of any Individual
found eligible (as a result of the require-
ment imposed by this section or otherwlse
for aid for any month after March 1970 and
before January 1972 who also receives In such
month—

"(1) a monthly insurance benefit under

title U of such Act, the sum of the aid re-
ceived by him for such month, plus the
monthly insurance benefit received by him
in such month, shall not be less than the
sum of the aid which would have been re-
ceived by him for such month under the
State plan as In effect for March 1970, plus
either

(A) the monthly insurance benefit which
was or would have been received by him
in March 1970 wIthout regard to the other
provisions of this title plus $4, or

(B) the monthly insurance benefit which
was or would have been received by him in
March 1970 under the provisions of this
title,
whichever is less (whether this requirement
is satisfied by disregarding a portion of his
monthly insurance benefit or otherwise), or

(2) a monthly payment of annuity or
pension under the Railroad Retirement Act
of 1937 or the Railroad Retirement Act of
1935, the sum of the aid received by him in
such month, plus the monthly payment of
such annuity or pension received by him in
such month (not including any part of such
annuity or pension which Is disregarded un-
der section 1006), shall (except as otherwise
provided in the succeeding sentence) not be
less than the sum of the aid which would
have been received by him for such month
under such plan as in effect for March 1970,
plus either

'(A) the monthly payment of annuity or
pension which was or would have been re-
ceived by him In March 1970 without regard
to the provisions of any Act enacted after
May 30, 1970, and before December 31, 1970,
which provides general increases In the
amount of such monthly pavnsent of an-
nuity or pension plus $4, or

"(B) the monthly payment of annuity or
pension which was or would have been re-
ceived by him in March 1970, taking into
account the provisions of such Act (if any),
whichever is less (whether this requirement
is satisfied by disregarding a portion of his
monthly payment of annuity or pension or
otherwise)

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act
to extend the temporary provision for dis-
regarding income of old-age, survivors, a.id
disability Insurance and railroad retirement
recipients in determining their need for
public assistance,"

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, HR. 19915,
as passed by the House on December 22,
1970, would have continued indefinitely
a provision of law which guaranteed
aged, blind, and disabled people on wel-
fare that they would benefit by at least
$4 a month from the 15 percent sociai
security beneiuit increase, effective in
January 1970. This provision was enacted
in conjunction with that 15-percent
benefit increase as a temporary measure
and it expired at the end of last October.

I ajn pleased that many of the States
have taken action to meet the $4 pass-
along requirement by increasing their
payments for adult recipients generally,
but there are still a number of States
that need to have the pass-along provi-
sion extended to permit them to continue
applying their income disregarding
provisions.

The Senate has passed HR. 19915 with
an amendment which would extend the
pass-along provision through December
1971. I urge the House to adopt this
bill as amended by the Senate. This will
guarantee that the $4 provision will con-
tinue to be effective. There will be suffi-
cient time during the first session of the
92d Congress to take further action on
this matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.
The Senate amendments were con-

curred in.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.



Public Law 9 1-669
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January 11, 1971

nrt
To extend the temporary provision for disregarding income of old-age. survivors,

and disability insurance and railroad retirement recipients in determining
their need for public assistance.

Be it enacted by the Senate and house of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled. That section 1007 OASDI arid

of the Social Security Amendments of 1969, as amended by section railroad

2 (b of Public Law 91—306, is amended to read as follows: retirement

"SEC. 1007. In addition to the requirements imposed by law as a ,ients.
condition of arinroval of a State iThin to provide aid to individuals assistance,
under title I, A, XIV, or XVI or the Social Security Act, there is extension.
hereby imposed the requirement (and the plan shall be deemed to , . dos.
require) that, in the case of any individual found eligible (as a result 42 USC 301,
of the requirement imposed by this section or otherwise) for aid for \ 1201, 1351,

any month after March 1970 and before January 1972 who also receives \1381
in such month— STAT(1) a monthly insurance benefit. under title II of such Act, 42 Usc 4oi.

the sum of the aid received by him for such month, plus the
monthly insurance benefit received by him in such month, shall
not be less than the sum of the aid which would have been received
by him for such month under the State plan as in effect for March
1970, plus either

"(A) the monthly insurance benefit which was or would
have been received by him in March 1970 without. regard to
the other provisions of this title plus $4, or

"(B) t.he monthly insurance benefit which was or would
have been received by him in March 1970 under the provisions
of this title,

whichever is less (whether this requirement is satisfied by disre-
garding a portion of his monthly insurance benefit. or other-
wise),or

"(2) a monthly payment of annuity or pension under the Rail-
road Retirement Act of 1937 or the Railroad Retirement Act of 50 Stat. 307.
1935, the sum of the aid received by him in such month, plus the 45 USC 228a-
monthly payment of such annuity or pension received by him in 228 s-2.
such month (not including any part of such annuity or pension 49 Stat. 967.
which is disregarded under section 1006), shall (except as other- 45 USC 215

wise provided in the succeeding sentence) not be less than the 228 notes.

sum of the aid which would have, been received by him for such
month under such plan as in effect for March 1970, plus either

"(A) the monthly payment of annuity or pension which
was or would have been received by him in March 1970 with-
out regard to t.he provisions of any Act enacted after May 30,
1970, and before December 31, 1970, which provides general
increases in the amount of such monthly payment of annuity
or pension plus $4, or
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"(B) the monthly payment of annuity or pension which
was or would have been received by him m March 1970, tak-
ing into account the provisions of such Act (if any),

whichever is less (whether this requirement is satisfied by dis-
regarding a portion of hismonthly payment of annuity or pension
or otherwise) ."

Approved January 11, 1971.

I4EGISLATIVE HISTORY:

HOUSE REPORT No. 9:L—1716 (Comm. on Ways and Means).
CONGRESSION RECORD, Vol. 116 (1970):

Dec. 22, oonsidered and passed House.
Jan. 2, considered and passed Senate, amended; House a'eed to

Senate amendment.
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REASONABLE APPROVAL OF RURAL HOSPITALS FOR
MEDICARE PURPOSES

DECEMBER 7, 1970.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. BURLESON, of Texas, from the Committee on Ways and Means,
submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany H.R. 19470]

The Committee on Ways and Means, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 19470) to amend title XVIII of the Social Security Act to
modify the nursing service requirement and certain other requirements
which an institution must meet in order to qualify as a hospital there-
under so as to make such requirements more realistic insofar as they
apply to smaller institutions, having considered the same, report
favorably thereon with an amendment and recommend that the bill
as amended do pass.

The amendment is as follows:
Strike out all aft.er the enacting clause and insert the following:

That section 1861(e) (5) of the Social Security Act is amended by adding irnme-
diately after the semicolon at the end thereof the following:

"except that until January 1, 1976, the Secretary is authorized to waive the
requirement of this paragraph for any one-year period with respect to any
institution, insofar as such requirement relates to the provision of 24-hour
nursing service rendered or supervised by a registered professional nurse
(except that in any event a registered professional nurse must be present on the
premises to render or supervise the nursing service provided during at least
the regular daytime shift), where immediately preceding such one-year period
he finds that—

"(A) such institution is located in a rural area and the supply of
hospital services in such area is not sufficient to meet the needs of
individuals residing therein,

"(B) the failure of such institution to qualify as a hospital would
seriously reduce the availability of such services to such individuals, and

"(C) such institution has made and continues to make a good faith
effort to comply with this paragraph, but such compliance is impeded
by the lack of qualified nursing personnel in such area;".

48—006
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PURPOSE

The purpose of H.R. 19470, as amended, is to permit certain
hospitals which have had difficulty in securing required nursing serv-
ices to continue to l)articipate in the medicare program for up to 5
years itii dci specifie( conditions.

GENERAL STATEMENT

Acccirding to policy established by the Social Security Administra-
tioii, a hospital or extended care facility is certified for participation
i]i medicare if it is in full compliance (meets all the requirements of
the Social Security Act and is in accordance with all regulatory
requirements for participation), or if it is in ''substantial'' compliance
(meets all the statutory requirements and the most important regu-
latory conditions for i)u.rticipation). Thus, while an institution may
be deficient with respect to one or more standards of participation, it
may still be found to be in substantia.l compliance, if the deficiencies
do not represent a hazard to patient health or safety, and efforts are
being iiiade to correct the deficiencies.

It has been recognized that there is a need to assure continuing
availability of medicare—covered institutional care in rural areas,
many cf which may have only one hospital, without icopardizing the
htcatth. and safety of patients. To achieve this objective, the approach
lies been adopted by Social Security of certifying "access" hospitals
while. d )curnellting their deficiencies and requiring upgrading of plant
and staff. State agencies have also been required to provide consulta-
tion and assistance to these facilities in an effort to help them achieve
compliance with the standards. Certain ''access'' hospitals, to the
extent that they are capable, have succedded in overcoming de-
ficiencies. 1-iovever, many hospitals lie re not demonstrated sufficient
williugiess to take th steps necessary to correct deficiencies and
have instead been willing to continue as ''access" hospitals with all
the limitations iii quality care that this status entails. In other areas,
some rural hospitals despite proper efforts have been unable to secure
required personnel or otherwise comply.

To deal with the dilemma created by the need to assure the avail-
ability of hospital services of adequate quality in rural areas and the
fact that existing shortages of qualified nursing personnel make it
difficult for sonic rural hospitals to meet the nursing staff requirements
of present law, your committee's bill would authorize the Secretary,
under certain conditions, to waive the requirement that an access
hospital have registered professional nurses on duty around th.e clock.
rfllis recuireinent could be waived only if the Secretary finds that the
hospital:

(a) Has at least one registered nurse on the day shift and has
ma(le, and is continuing to make, a bona fide effort to comply with
the registered nursing staff requirement with respect to other
shifts (which, in the absence of an R.N. are covered by licensed
practical nurses) hut is unable to employ the qualified personnel
necessary, at l)revai]ing wage or salary levels, because of nursing
personnel shortages :in the area;

H. Rept. 91—1676
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(b) Is located in an isolated geographical area in which hospitals
are in short supply and the closest other participating hospitals
are not readily accessible to people of the area; and

(c) Nonparticipation of the "access" hospital would seriously
reduce the availability of hospital services to medicare' bene-
ficiaries residing in the area.

Under the provision, the Secretary would regularly review the situa-
tion with respect to each hospital, and the waiver would be granted on
an annual basis for not more than one-year at a time. The waiver
authority would be applicable oniy with respect to the nursing stuff
requirement; no waiver authority would be provided under the amend-
ment with respect to any other conditions of participation or any
standards relating to health and safety.

The proposed waiver authority would expire December 31, 1975.
Your committee is unanimous in recommending the enactment of

this bill.

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY THE BILL, As REPORTED'

In compliance with clause' 3 of Rule XIII of the Rules o'f the House
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill,, as ie—
ported, are shown as follows (new matter is priitecl in italic., existing
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman)

SECTION 1861(e) OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

DEFINITION OF SERVICES, INSTITUTIONS, ETC.

SEC. 1861. For purposes of this title—
(a) * * *

* * * *' * *-

HOSPITAL

(c) The term ''hospital'' (except for purpose. of sections 1814(d)
and 1835(b), sub,;eetion (a) (2) of this seeton, paragraph (7) of tlds
subsection, and subsections (i) and (a) of this section) means an
institution which—

(1) is primarily engaged in pro rid,ing', by or under the su per—
vision of physicians, to mpatwnt.s (A.) (liagrEostic services tl.fld
therapeutic services for medical diagnosis, treatment, 011(1 care
injured, disabled, or sick persons, (iF (B) rehabilitation services
for the rehabilitation of injured, disabled, or sick persons;

(2) maintains Clinical records on all patients;
(3) has bylaws in effect with respect to its staff of physicians;
(4) has a requirement that every patient must be under the care

of a physician;
(5) provides 24—hour nursing service rendered or supervised b

a registered professional nurse, and has a licensed. iWactical nurse
or iegistered professional nurse on duty at all times; except that
until January 1, 1976, the Secretary is authorized to waive the
requirement of this paragraph for any one-year perwd with respect
to any inst'ttut'Lon, 'insofar as such requirement relates to the provision
o.f 24-hour nNrs'ing service rendered or supervised by a' registered

II,., Oept. U 1—1137.0
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professional nurse (except that in any event a registered professional
nurse must be present on the premises to render or supervise the
nursing service provided daring at least the regular daytime shift),
where immediately preceding sac/i one-yea)' period he finds that—

(A) such institution is located in a rural area and the supply
of hospital services in such area is not sufficient to meet the
needs of individuals residing therein,

(B) the failure of such institution to qualify as a hospital
wovld seriously reduce the availability of such services to such
individuals, and

(C) such institution has made and continues to make a good
faith effort to comply with this paragraph, but such compliance
is impeded by the lack of qualified nursing personnel in such
area,

(6) has in effect a hospital utilization review 1)1a11 which meets
the requirements of subsection (k);

(7) in the case of an institution in any State in which State or
applicable local law provides for the licensing of hospitals, (A) is
licensed pursuant to such law or (B) is approved, by time agency
of such State or locality responsible for licensing hospitals, as
meeting the standards established for such licensing; and

(8) meets such. other requirements as the Secretary finds neces-
sary in the interest of the health and safety of individuals who are
furnished services in the institution, except that such other re-
quirements may not be higher thaii the comparable requirements
prescribed for the accreditation of hospitals by the .Joint Commis-
sion on Accreditation of Hospitals (subject to the second sentence
of section 1863).

For purposes of subsection (a) (2), such terni includes any instititlioti
which meets the. requireunnts of paragraph (1) of this subsection. For
pirposc's of sections 1814(d) and 1835(b) (including (let'I'mflinatiO1l
of whether an individual received mpatiel) t hospital services or diag—
ilostic services for purposes of such sections), and subsections (i)
aiid (ii) ot' this section, such term includes any institution which (i)
neets the requirements of paragraphs (5) and (7) of this subsection,
(ii) is no primani engagd in pi'oviditg the services described in see—
tioa 1861(j) (1)(A) and (iii) is primarily engaged in providing, by or
inider the supervision of individuals referred to in paragraph (1) of
section 1861 (r) to lupatielts diagnostic services ani therapeutic serv-
ices for medical diagnosis, treatment, and care of injured, disabled, or
sick pi'l'sols, or rehabilitation services for the rehabilitation of inj ured,
disabled, or sick persons.

Notwithstanding the )1'eedi11g provisions of this subsection, such
term shall not, except for purposes of subsection (a)(2), include any
institution \VhiCh is pi'imarily for tile care and treatment of mental
diseases or tuberculosis unless it is a tuberculosis hospital (as defined
In subsection (g) or unless it is a j)sychiatr'ic hospital (as defined
in subsection (f)). The term ''hospital'' also includes a Christian
Scieiice sanatoriwn operated, or listed and certified, by the First
Church of Christ, Scient:ist, Boston, Mass., but only with respect
to items and services ordinarily furnished by such institution to in-
patients, and payment may be made with respect to services pro-
vided by or in such an institution only to such extent and under

11. Jnpt. nJ—i n-c
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such conditions, limitations, and requirements (in addition to or in
lieu of the conditions, limitations, and requirements otherwise applica-
ble) as may be provided in regulations. For provisions deeming certain
requirements of this subsection to be met in the case of accredited
institutions, see section 1865.

* * * * *

0

ii. i)t. 91—i7
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IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

SEPTEMBER 28, 1970

Mr. BURLESON of Texas (for himself and Mr. BUSH) introduced the following
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Ways and Means

DECEMBER 7, 1970

Reported with an amendment, committed to the Committee of the Whole House
on the St&te of the Union, and ordered to be printed

[Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the part printed In itailci

A BILL
To amend title XVIII of the Social Security Act to modify the

nursing service requirement and certain other requirements

which an institution must meet in order to qualify as a hos-

pital thereunder so as to make such requirements more realis-

tic insofar as they apply to smaller institutions.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That section 1801 (c) (5) ef the Social Security Aet is

4 .amcndcd by inserting "(A)" aftcr "(5) ", al by inserting

5 before the cmicolon at the end thereof the following:

6 (B) in the ease of an institution having fi4ty or fewer iripa

7 ticnt beds, provides (under the general supervision of a regis

8 tcrcd professional nurse) twenty four hour nursing ser4ee

I
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1 fendered by licensed practieaJ nurses (including vocttiona4

2 nurses)- or registered prolcssional nurscs or both".

3 SEC. 2 Section 18(31 (c)- (8)- of the Social Sceurity 4et
4 is amended—

5 (4.3- by incrting "(A)- after "except that"; and

6 •f2-)- by insciing before the period at the end
7 thereof the fo4Iowing- and -(11)- such other require

8 mcnts when applied to an institution having 41$ty or fewer

inpatieot beds may not inelude -(4)- a requirement that

10 the institution have fl-re sprink1ers -fii-)- a requirement
11 that any specified i+ her of deaths in the institution
12 he siibcet to autopsy, or -(-iii)- any nursing service re-

13 quirrnent more stringcait than the requirement imposed

14 by paragraph -(&) (B) ".

15 That section 1861 (e) (5) of the Social 'Security Act is
16 amended by adding immediately after the semicolon at the
17 end thereof the following.- "except that until January 1, 1976,
:18 the Secretary is authorized to waive the requirement of this
.19 paragraph for any one-year period with respect to any insti-
20 tution, insofar as such requirement relates to the provision
21. of twenty-four-hour nursing service rendered or supervised
22 by a registered professional nurse (except that in any event

a registered professional nurse must be present on the premises

to render or supervise the nursing service provided, during
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1 at least the regular daytime shift), where immediately pre-

2 ceding such one-year period he finds that—

3 "(4) such institution is located in a rural area and

4 the supply of hospital services in such area is not sufficient

5 to meet the needs of individuals residing therein,

6 "(B) the failure of such institution to qualify as a

7 hospital would seriously reduce the availability of such

8 services to such individuals, and

9 "(0) such institution has made and continues to

10 make a good faith effort o comply with this paragraph,

11 but such compliance is impeded by the lack of qualified

12 nursing personnel in such area;"
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A BILL
To amend title XVIII of the Social Security

Act to modify the nursing service require-
ment and certain other requirements which
an institution must meet in order to qualify
as a hospital thereunder so as to make such
requirements more realistic insofar as they
apply to smaller institutions.

By Mr. BURLESON of Texas and Mr. BUSH —

SEPTEMBER 28, 1970
Referred to the Committee on Ways and Means

DECEMBER 7, 1970

Reported with an ameiidment, committed to the Corn-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, and ordered to be printed
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REASONABLE APPROV OF RURAL
HOSPITAL FOR MEDICARE PUR-
POSES

Mr. BOCGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent for the immediate con-
sideration of the bill (HR. 19470) to
amend title XVIII of the Social Security
Act to modify the nursing service require-
ment and certain other requiremen
which an institution must meet in order
to qualify as a hospitaj thereunder so
as to make such requirements more real-
istic insofar as they apply to smaller in-
stitutions, which was una.nimouly re-
ported to the House by the Committee on
Ways and Means.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gentleman
from Louisiana?

enber 9, 1o
Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, reserving

the right to object, I notice that the bill
HR. 19470 is similar to the bill, which
I introduced last September, and other
Members joined me, giving relief to these
small rural hospitals. Certainly this legis-
lation should be moved forward. I under-
stand that the essence of this legislation
reportedly at least is in the social security
bill. That bill may or may not move for-
ward. Regardless of that, it is the in-
tent of the committee to move this legis-
lation forward to give relief to the small
hospitals.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to speak in
favor of the purpose of this bill. The
necessity for this legislation was brought
about by the Social Security Adminis-
tration's demands that all hospitals pro-
vide 24-hour coverage by registered
nurses in order to receive medicare cer-
tification. Due to a general shortage of
manpower, many small hospitals cannot
find nurses to comply with this require-
ment.

I fully realize that this requirement,
where it can be met, is beneficial to the
patients and to our national health serv-
ice. However, until we get enough nurses
to fill the need, it is harsh medicine to
close these rural and smalltown hospi-
tals. Many small hospitals in Texas and
other States face the strong possibility
of closing if they are cut off from medi-
care funds.

This bill that we are considering will
keep these small hospitals open, but at
the same time it will be consistent with
the goal of trying to give the best health
service possible. Under this bill the Sec-
retary can waive the 24-hour require-
ment if the hospital meets the following
requirements:

First. The hospital has at least one
registerej nurse on duty on the day shift
and is continuing to make a bona tide
effort to comply with the 24-hour re-
quirement with respect to the other
shifts. During the shifts which do not
have a registered nurse present, there
must be a licensed practical nurse on
hand.

Second. The hospital must be in a
geographic area where hospitals are in
short supply and the closest other hos-
pitals participating in medicare are not
readily accessible to people of the area.

Third. Nonparticipation of the hos-
pital in the medicare program would
seriously reduce the availability of hos-
pital services to medicare beneficiaries
residing in the area.

Under this legislation the Secret,arv
would regularly review the particular
situation of each hospital and the waiver
of the 24-hour registered nurse require-
ment would be granted on annual basis
for not more than 1 year at a time.

The waiver authority under this bill
expires in 1975. The purpose of this ex-
piration date is to cause Congress to re-
assess the supply of medical personnel at
that time to see if the waiver provision
is still needed. This reassessment of the
need for the waiver Is in line with our
overall purpose of seeing that the best
medical care possible I supplied. Mr.
Speaker, I think this is a good bill and
one that is desperately needed.

I withdraw my objections to the con-
sideration of this legislation.



December 22, 1970

Mr. BOGGS. The gentleman is cor-
rect. Of course, it is our very firm hope
that the bill will move ahead in the other
body, but it is very difficult to give any
guarantee.

Mr.PICKLE. I commend the commit-
tee for bringing this forward.

Mr. BOGGS. The gentleman's col-
league from Texas joined him in spon-
soring this legislation.

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. KAZEN).

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I commend
the committee for bringing this bill out.
It is a much needed bill. As one who has
had experience in having a rural hospi-
tal closed down because of this particu-
lar deficiency, I welcome this bill. I hope
it will help all the rural areas of this
country.

Mr. BOGGS. I might say to the gentle-
man the Senate Finance Committee has
reported this bill and the overall bill, and
for us to pass it will make it possible for
them to consider this separately.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the author of
the bill, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BURLESON).

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er. I join the gentleman and my asso-
ciates who have explained the situation.
which is really critical. There is no ques-
tion about the need or the reasonable-
ness or the practicality of this approach.

Mr. Speaker, when H.R. 19470 was
originally Introduced, it provided a
broader judgment and discretion on the
part of HEW and our State health offi-
cials in establishing standards for hos-
pitals under medicare.

There must be adequate standards for
adequate health care. This we all recog-
nize. There is, however, the practical
aspect of what can be immediately pro-
vided in certain areas of the country.

In many small towns of the more rural
sections there is only one hospital. In
many instances it is miles removed from
a larger town hospital and is necessary
to the community. To establish stand-
ards and requirements which cannot be
met at this time and a few years in the
immediate future, would work an ex-
treme hardship on medicare patients who
have no other place to go.

Medicare patients should not be re-
quired to leave their home community,
their familiar surroundings and, partic-
ularly, their doctor for care in another
area not familiar to them.

The bill before the House permits dis-
cretion on the part of the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to deter-
mine, under certain criteria, whether a
registered nurse must be required around
the clock at these particular hospitals.
Originally, the bill which I introduced
included a relaxation of rather stringent
requirements ii connection with physical
facilities. Since there is some latitude
already permitted in connection with
these standards, H.R. 19470 was amended
in the Ways and Means Committee to
apply only to registered nurses. Under
present law it appears there Is no dis-
cretion on the part of those who make
these determinations to waive for any
period of time this provision.
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Mr. Speaker, it is my feeling that a
greater latitude should be given in the
requirements of physical facilities but, in
this measure, we are reaching for the
possible and it is needed immediately.
The Senate Finance Committee has ten-
tatively adopted language applicable only
to the nursing requirement and, there-
fore, it is hoped that with narrowing my
original proposal we can get this much
'accomplished in the hope that these
other things will come along in due time.

The bill before us is temporary in na-
ture in that it allows the nursing require-
ment discretion to be exercised for a pe-
riod of 5 years. The Secretary may deter-
mine on a year-to-year basis whether a
hospital can provide around the clock
nursing care and if it is found that such
is impractical and impossible, then the
requirement may be waived year by year
for the next 5 years.

I repeat that physical facilities are not
involved in this more narrow legislation
since some discretion can evidently be
applied. The requirements necessary to
the interest of the health and safety of
patients must be protected to the greatest
possible extent. The requirement of a
sprinkler system is an example of these
requirements. It is true enough that some
of the hospitals in the "access" category
at the present time must show that ef-
forts are being made to comply with safe-
ty standards. Although it is going to be
difficult for some of the small rural hos-
pitals to meet this standard, it is likely
most will make the effort and, with time
allowed, will be able to qualify in a rea-
sonable time. The nursing requirement,
however, creates a situation which can
not be solved until there is available
more nursing and health care personnel.
As you know, Mr. Speaker, we have
passed legislation for this purpose and
other proposals are pending which, it is
hoped, within the period allowed, will al-
leviate the present situation In connec-
tion with the availability of nursing care.

I urge the passage of this much needed
revision in the Social Security Act which
will give relief for this specified time and
not work such a hardship on medicare
patients who depend entirely upon local
care and facilities.

(Mr. BURLESON of Texas asked and
was gin permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman tell the House why -the same
thing should not be accorded for the ur-
ban as well as the rural nursing homes?

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Texas to respond.

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, If I may respond to my col-
league, the gentleman from fllinois, there
is pending legislation whih will do ex-
actly what the gentleman expresses a
concern about. There is a gap between
urban hospital care and rural care.
There Is legislation pending which I
think will take care of both. situations.
The gentleman Is exactly right. There
Is a critical situation In the urban areas,
and It may be that legislation will be
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considered by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee in the early part of the coming
session which will address itself to that
problem.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for that assurance.

Mr. BOGOS. There is no intention on
the part of the committee to discrimi-
nate against the urban hospitals or nurs-
ing homes. The bill was presented to us
as an emergency measure and it con-
tains many safeguards which were writ-
ten into it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Louisiana?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill as follows:

HR. 19470
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 0/

Representatives of the United States of Amer-
wa in Congress assembled, That section 1861
(c) (5) of the Social Security Act is amended
by inserting "(A)" after "(6) ", and by insert-
ing before the semicolon at the end thereof
the following: ", or (B) in the case of an
Institution having fifty or fewer inpatient
beds, provides (under the general supervision
of a registered professional nurse) . twenty-
four-hour nursing service rendered by li-
censed practical nurses (including vocational
nurses) or registered professional nurses, or
both".

SEC. 2. Section 1861(c) (8) of the Social
Security Act is amended— -

(1) by inserting "(A)" after "except that";
and

(2) by inserting before the period at the
end thereof the following: ", and (B) such
other requirements when applied to an insti-
tution having fifty or fewer inpatient beds
may not include (I) a requirement that the
institution have fire sprinklers, (ii) a re-
quirement that any specified number of
deaths in the institution be subject to au-
topsy, or (iii) any nursing service require-
ment more stringent than the requirement
imposed by paragraph (5) (B) ".

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert the following:

That section 1861(e)(5) of the Social
Security Act is amended by adding imme-
diately after the semicolon at the end there-
of the following:

'except that until January 1. 1976, the
Secretary Is authorized to waive the re-
quirement of this paragraph for any one-year
period with respect to any institution, insofar
as such requirement relates to the provision
of 24-hour nursing service rendered or super-
vised by a registered professional nurse (ex-
cept that In any event a registered profes-
sional nurse must be present on the premises
to render or supervise the nursing service
provided during at least the regular daytime
shift), where immediately preceding such
one-year period he finds that.—.

(A) such institution is located In a rural
area and the supply of hospital services In
such area is not sufficient to meet the needs
of individuals residing therein,

"(B) the failure of such institution to
qualify as a hospital would seriously reduce
the availability of such services to such in-
dividuals. and

"(C) such institution has made and con-
tinues to make a good faith effort to comply
with this paragraph, but such compliance
is impeded by the lack of qualified nursing
personnel in such area;

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

Mr. BOOGS. Mr. Speaker, the purpose
of the bill, as amended, which was In-
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troduced by our colleague, the Honorable
OMAR BURLES0N, is to permit certain hos-
pitals which have had difficulty in secur-
ing required nursing services to continue
to participate in medicare for up to 5
years under specified conditions.

The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare would be empowered to
grant waivers, no longer than a year at a
time, on the requirement that the hos-
pital have registered professional nurses
on duty around the clock. The require-
ment could be waived only if:

First, the hospital has a registered
nurse on the day shift and is making
bona fide efforts to hire registered nurses
for all shifts;

Second, the hospital is located in an
isolated geographic area with no other
medicare hospitals within a reasonable
distance; and

Third, hospital services to medicare
beneficiaries in the area would be seri-
ously reduced if the hospital could not
participate in medicare.

Enactment of this bill will assure that
medicare beneficiaries living in remote
areas will not be denied access to the
only hospital care available in their com-
munities. The committee is unanimous in
recommending enactment of HR. 19470.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of HR. 19470, a bill
which would enable small hospitals in
rural areas to continue qualifying as pro-
viders under medicare even if they are
temporarily unable to obtain certain
nursing services required by the law.

As we all know, Mr. Speaker, a num-
ber of hospital throughout the country
have great dilficulty in finding and em-
ploying enough professional registered
nurses. This is particularly true in
sparsely popuated areas.

Although the medicare law was de-
signed to recognize hospitals with facili-
ties, equipment, and personnel deemed
adequate by nationally accepted stand-
ards, It also was designed to assure con-
tinumg availability of institutional care
for medicare beneficiaries. Consequently,
the Social Security Administration has
adopted the p'actice of certifying certain
institutions as "access" hospitals, which
means that they can retain medicare
status if they strive to upgrade staff and
plant deficiencies which have been
documented.

One of the most prevalent documented
deficiencies has been In registered pro-
fessional nursing staffs. And in order to
deal with this particular problem, H.R.
19470 would authorize the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to waive
the requirement that an access hospital
have registered professional nurses on
duty 24 hours a day if the followi:ng con-
ditions could e met:

First. The hospital would be required
to have at least one registered nurse on
the day shift and would have to show
that it was making a continuing effort
to ff1 the gap on other shifts.

Second. It would have to be situated
in a remote area where hospitals as well
as nurses were in short supply.

Third. Participating hospitals would
have to be so scarce and/or far away that
nonparticipation of this particular ac-
cess hospital would "seriously reduce"
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the availability of hospital services to
medicare beneficiaries.

The proposed. waiver could be granted
by the Secretary only for a year at a
time, and would expire at the end of 1975.

Mr. Speaker, the committee was
unanimous in reporting this bill, and I
urge the House to take affirmative action
now.

The bill was ordered toba..engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

December 22, 1970
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H. R. 19470

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

DECEMBER 28, 1970

Read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance

AN ACT
To amend title XVIII of the Social Security Act to modify the

nursing service requirement and certain other requirements

which an institution must meet in order to qualify as a hos

pital thereunder so as to make such requirements more real-

istic insofar as they apply to smaller institutions.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That section 1861 (e) (5) of the Social Security Act is

4 amended by adding immediately after the semicolon at the

5 end thereof the following: "except that until January 1,

6 1976, the Secretary is authorized to waive the requirement

7 of this paragraph for any one-year period with respect to

8 any institution, insofar as such requirement relates to the

II
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1. provision of twenty-four-hour nursing service rendered or

2 supervised by a registered professional nurse (except that in

3 any event a registered professional nurse must be present

4 on the premises to render or supervise the nursing service

5 provided, during at least the regular daytime shift), where

6 immediately preceding such one-yea.r period he finds that—

7 "(A) such institution is located in a rural area and

8 the supply of hospital services in such area is not suffi-

9 cient to meet the needs of individuals residing therein,

10 "(B) the failure of such institution to qualify as a

11 hospital would seriously reduce the availability of such

12 services to such individuals, and

13 "(C) such institution has made and continues to

14 make a good faith effort to comply with this paragraph,

15 but such compliance is impeded by the lack of qualified

16 nursing personnel in such area;"

Passed the House of Representatives 1)eccmber 22,
1970.

Attest: W. PAT JENNINGS,

Clerk.
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AN ACT
To amend title XVIII of the Social Security

Act to modify the nursing service require-
ment and certain other requirements which
an institution must meet in order to qualify
as a hospital thereunder so as to make such
requirements more realistic insofar as they
apply to smafler institutions.

DECEMIR 28, 1970
Read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance
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MODIFICATION OF NURSING SERV-
ICE REQUIREMENTS

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Finance be discharged from the further
consideration of HR. 19470.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MCINTYRE). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of the bjil (H.R.
19470).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the
bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. LONG. I should like briefly to
explain what the bill does. I might men-
tion that it was included as part of the
social security bill that was passed by the
Senate. The bill would make it possible
for small rural hospitals that are having
difficulty meeting medicare standards,
as regards having registered nurses
available around the clock, to provide
medical. and hospital care under the
medicare program. This legislation has
been strenuously urged by the Senator
from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH), and in
view of the fact that this provision was
Included as part of the social security
bill already passed by the Senate, and
since . it now appears the social security
bill is not going to become law, it seems
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to me that this House-passed bill con-
cerning small hospitals should be passed
by the Senate.

Mr. KENNEDY. These are hospitals
that would lose their certification who are
still trying to retain their eligibility for
medicare; is that correct?

Mr. LONG. Yes. This measure has been
agreed to unanimously by the committee.
It has to do with small hospitals that
cannot obtain enough nurses and thus
cannot quite meet the medicare stand-
ards even though they are doing the
best they can to obtain nurses.

Mr. KENNEDY. We had a situation
like that even in the Boston City Hos-
pital. There was also one inSt. Louis, and
in the Cook County Hospital, where ac-
creditation was being threatened for a
number of reasons, although I think they
were all providing great services but were
in danger of losing the opportunity for
social security payment.s. There were a
number of us, I know, about a year ago,
who were trying to urge this kind of legis-
lation to permit the hospitals to operate
who are trying to meet these critical
needs. In many instances, they are hos-
pitals which are providing services to
the poor and the indigent and, of course,
they are the most heavily overburdened
and are in considerable need. If I under-
stand the explanation of the Senator
from Louisiana correctly, it is a matter
of great interest, and I want to say that
I think it Is of great value.

Mr. LONG. This particular bill, how-
ever, applies only to rural hospitals, and
it is mainly concerned with the problem
in the rural areas of getting sufficient
numbers of registered nurses, lithe hos-
pital cannot get them, it will still be per-
mitted to continue to operate under
medicare with the personnel it can get
until January 1, 1976. Of course the
Secretary of HEW does not have to
waive the nursing requirement, but
he can waive the requirement of
having a registered nurse around the
doing the best it can to find them but it
cannot get them.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed In the RECORD an
explanation of this provision.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PROVIDE FOR REASONABLE APPROVAL OF
RURAL HOSPITALS

According to policy established by the So.
clal Security Administration, a hospital or
extended care facility is certified for partici-
pation in medicare if it Is in full compliance
(meets all the requirements of the Social
Security Act and is In accordance with all
regulatory requirements for participation),
or if it is In "substantial" compliance (meets
all the statutory requirements and the most
important regulatory conditions for partici-
pation). Thus, while an Institution may be
deficient with respect to one or more stand-
ards of participation, it may stIll be found
to be In substantial compliance, If the defi-
ciencies do not represent a hazard to patient
liealth or safety, and efforts are being made
to correct the deficiencies.

It has been recognized that there Is a need
to assure continuing availability of medIcare-
covered Institutional care In rural areas.
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many of which may have only one hospital,
without jeopardizing the health and safety
of patients. To achieve this objective, the ap-
proach has been adopted by Social Security of
certifying "access" hospitals while document-
ing their deficiencies and requiring upgrad-
ing of plant and staff. State agencies have
also been required to provide consultation
and assistance to these facilities in an effort
to help them achieve compliance with the
standards. Certain "access" hospitals, to the
extent that they are capable, have succeeded
in overcoming deficiencies; however, other
hospitals have not demonstrated sufficient
willingness to take the steps necessary to
correct deficiencies and have Instead been
willing to continue as "access" hospitals with
all the limitations in quality care that this
status entails. In other areas, some rural hos-
pitals despite good faith efforts have been
unable to secure required personnel or other-
wise comply.

To deal with the dilemma created by the
need to assure the availability of hospital
services of adequate quality in rural areas
and the fact that existing shortages of qual-
ified nursing personnel generally make it
difficult for some rural hospitals to meet the
nursing staff requirements of present law,
the committee's bill would authorize the Sec-
retary, under certain conditions, to waive the
requirement that an access hospital have
registered professional nurses on duty around
the clock. This requirement could be waived
only if the Secretary finds that the hospital:

(a) has a registered nurse at least on the
daytime shift and has made and is continu-
ing to make a bona fide effort to comply with
the registered nursing staff requirement with
respect to other shifts (which, in the absence
of an RN., are covered by licensed practical
nurses) but is unable to employ the qualified
personnel necessary because of nursing per-
sonnel shortages in the area; and

(b) is located in an isolated geographical
area in which hospital facilities are in short
supply and the closest other facilities are
not readily accessible to people of the area;
and

(c) nonparticipation of the "access" hoe-
pital would seriously reduce the availability
of hospital services to medicare beneficiaries
residing in the area.

Under the provision, the Secretary would
regularly review the situation with respect
to each hospital, and the waiver would be
granted on an annual basis for not more
than a one-year period. The waiver authority
would be applicable only with respect to the
nursing staff requirement; no waiver author-
ity would be provided under the amend-
ment with respect to any other conditions
of participation relating to health and safety.

The proposed waiver authority would ex-
pire December 31, 1975.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. The Senator from

Louisiana has stated the position of the
Finance Committee correctly. We delib-
erated on this at considerable length. It
was pointed out in the case of many of
the smaller hospitals in the smaller com-
munities that, at this time, present re-
quirements would be impossible to meet.
As the Senator from Louisiana has said,
they are doing the best they can but
cannot overcome the impossible situa-
tions they are confronted with at this
time.

If the program for increasing the
number of nurses in this country con-
tinues, we may hope that this will be
achieved; but, in the meantime, it is im-
portant to take action.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I strongly support the bill that the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG) has
asked the Senate to approve.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask that
the bill be approved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no amendment to be ordered, the ques-
tion is on the third reading and passage
of the bill.

The bill (HR. 19470) was ordered to
be read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

S 21823



* Public Law 91-690
91st Congress, H. R. 19470

January 12, 1971

n ct
To amend title XVIII of the Social Security Act to modify the nursing service

requirement and certain other requirements which an institution must
meet In order to qualify as a hospital thereunder so as to make such re-
quirements more realistic Insofar as they apply to smaller Institutions.

84 STAT. 2074

Be it enacted by the Senate and Hou8e of Repre8entative8 of the
United State8 of America in Congre88 a88embled, That section 1861
(e) (5) of the Social Security Act is amended by adding immediately
after the semicolon at the end thereof the following: "except that
until January 1, 1976, the Secretary is authorized to waive the require-
ment of tAiis paragraph for any one-year period with respect to any
institution, insofar as such requirement relates to the provision of
twenty-four-hour nursing service rendered or supervised 'by a regis-
tered professional nurse (except that in any event, a registered pro-
fessional nurse must be present on the premises to render or supervise
the nursing service provided, during at least the regular daytime
shift), where immediately preceding such one-year period he finds
that—

"(A) such institution is located in a rural area and the supply
of hospital services in such area is not sufficient to meet the needs
of individuals residing therein,

"(B) the failure of such institution to qualify as a hospital
would seriously reduce the availability of such services to such
individuals, and

"(C) such institution has made and continues to make a good
faith effort to comply with this paragraph, but such compliance
is impeded by the lack of qualified nursing personnel in such
area;'.

Approved January 12, 1971.

Nursing service
requirements,
modification.
79 Stat. 315.
42 USC 1395x.

LEGISLT1VE IUSTORY:

HOUSE REPORT No. 91—1676 (Comm. on Ways and Means).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 116 (1970):

Dec. 22, considered and cassed House.

Dec. 31, considered and passed Senate.

GPO 48-139
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91ST CONGRESS SENATE REPORT

l8tSe88iOn I No. 91—445

MRS. MARJORIE ZUCK

OCTOBER 2, 1969.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. HRUSKA, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the
following

REPORT
[To accompany S. 4761

The Committee on the Judiciary, to which was referred the bill
(S. 476) for the relief of Mrs. Marjorie Zuck, having considered the
same, reports favorably thereon, with an amendment and recommends
that the bill, as amended, do pass.

AMENDMENT

On page 1, line 8, strike the figure "487—42—4467" and insert in lieu
thereof the figure "487—42—7467".

PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT

The purpose of the amendment is to conform the social security
account number of Emery Zuck with information contained in the
report of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, ap-
pended hereto.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this legislation, as amended, is to determine the
entitlement of Mrs. Marjorie Zuck, Rural Route 1, Watson, Mo., to
benefits under title II of the Social Security Act for the months after
October 1965, on the basis of the wages and self-employment income of
Emery Zuck (social security account numbered 487—42—7467). If the
said Mrs. Marjorie Zuck files application for such benefits within
6 months after the date of the enactment of this act, the marriage
entered into by the said Mrs. Marjorie Zuck and Emery Zuck on
November 26, 1921, shall be held and considered to have been a valid
marriage.

37—007
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STATE ME NT

rp Department of Health, Education, arid Welfare has no objection
to enactment of this legislation.

In its report to the Committee on the Judiciary under date of
May 1, 1968, the Department states:

The facts upon which this private relief bill is based are
stated in the accompanying memorandum. In substance, Mrs.
IVlarjorie Rose Zuck filed an application an September 8, 1965,
for wife's insurance benefits on the social security account of
Emery Zuck, who had previously filed an application for
old-age insurance benefits. (Mr. Zuck's account number,
487--42—7476, is incorrectly shown as 487—42—4467 in S.
1142.) Mrs. Zuck's application was disallowed. She was not
validly married to Mr. Emery Zuck because she and Mr.
Zuck are first cousins of the halfblood—that is, their fathers
were half brothers—-and she is consequently not entitled to
wife's benefits on his account. The disallowance and a sub-
sequently reconsidered determination of the Social Security
Administration have been reaffirmed by a hearing examiner of
the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals of the Social Security
Administration.

The bill would provide that the marriage entered into by
Mr. and Mrs. Zuck would be lìeld to be a i-alid Imlairiuge. As
a result, Mrs. Zuck would be eligible for social security vife's
insurance benefits.

We believe that because of the very sympathetic circmun-
stances in this case, special legislation is miot undesirable.
Moreover, while we have not yet beemi able to develop a
satisfactory proposal for general legislation that would permit
payment of benefits in such a case, we would favor enactment
of such legislation. We would therefore have no objection
to Enactment of the bill.

The committee, after reviewing the facts of this case, concurs in the
conclusions of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
aiid accordingly recomntnetids that favorable consideration be given to
5. 476, as amended.

Attached hereto and made a part hereof is the report of the Depart-
mnent of Health, Education, aiìd Welfare, to the chairman of time Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, together with an accompanying memorandum.

T)EPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
May 1, L968.

Hon. JAMES 0. EASTLAND,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAF: Mn. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request
of March 8, 1967, for a report on S. 1142, a bill for the relief of Mrs.
Marjorie Zuck.

The facts upon which this private relief bill is based are stated in
the accompanying memorandum. In substance, Mrs. Marjorie Rose
Zuck filed an application on September 8, 1965, for wife's insurance

S. Rept. 91—445
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benefits on the soclid security account of Emery Zuck, who had
previously filed an application for old-age insurance benefits. (Mr.
Zuck's account number, 487—42—7467, is incorrectly shown as 487—
42—4467 in S. 1142.) Mrs. Zuck's application was disallowed. She
was not validly married to Mr. Emery Zuck because she and Mr.
Zuck are first cousins of the halfblood—that is, their fathers were
half brothers—and she is consequently not entitled to wife's benefits
on his account. The disallowance and a subsequently reconsidered
determination of the Social Security Administration have been
reaffirmed by a hearing examiner of the Bureau of Hearings and
Appeals of the Social Security Administration.

The bill would provide that the marriage entered into by Mr. and
Mrs. Zuck would be held to be a valid marriage. As a result, Mrs.
Zuc.k would be eligible for social security wife's insurance benefits.

We believe that because of the very sympathetic circumstances in
this case special legislation is not undesirable. Moreover, while we have
not yet been able to develop a satisfactory proposal for general
legislation that would permit payment of benefits in such a case, we
would favor enactment of such legislation. We would, therefore, have
no objection to enactment of the bill.

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no
objection to the submission of this report from the standpoint of the
administration's program.

Sincerely,
WILBUR J. COHEN,

Acting Secretary.

ME.\IORANDUM TO ACCOMPANY THE REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE ON S. 1142

S. 1142 would provide that for purposes of determining the entitle-
inetit. of Mis. Marjorie R. Zuck to benefits under the social security
piOiam, the marriage entered into by Mrs. Marjorie Zuck and Emery
Zuck would be considered to have been a valid marriage, if the bill
were enacted, sIrs. Zuck could become entitled to social security
benehts for months after October 1965.

lJnder the law, an applicant is the wife of an insured individual for
social security purposes if the courts of the State in which the insured
individual is domiciled at the time the application is filed would find
that the applicant and the insured individual were validly married
at the time the application is filed. If the courts would not find that
the applicant and the insured individual were validly married, the
applicant nevertheless is deemed to be the wife of the insured indi-
vidual if she would, under the laws applied by the courts in determin-
ing the de.volution of intestate personal property, have the same
status with respect to the taking of such property as a wife of the
insured individual.

Majorie Rose Zuck and Emery Zuck are first cousins of the half-
blood; that is, their fathers were half brothers. (Mrs. Zuck has empha-
sized her belief that she and Mr. Zuck are not first cousins, since they
have only one common grandparent.) They were married in Sydney,

S. Rept. 91—445
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Iowa, on November 26, 1921, having obtained a marriage license, and
the ceremony was recorded. The marriage was apparently entered
into in good faith.

The validity of their marriage must be determined by the laws of
either the State in which they reside or the State where the marriage
was performed. Under Iowa law, marriage contracted in Iowa between
cousins is void and under the laws of Missouri, where the couple is
domiciled, a marriage between first cousins is void. The courts have
used ve:'y broad language in holding that relationships of the half blood
are equivalents of relationships of the whole blood, and it is believed
that the courts would take that view with respect to first cousins.
Since the marriage cannot be held to be a valid one, Mrs. Zuc.k does
not meet the requirements of the Social Security Act for eligibility
for wife's benefits.

0
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MRS. MARJORIE ZtJCK
The Senate proceeded to consider the

bill (S. 476) for the relief of Mrs. Mar-
jorie Zuck, which had been reported from
the Committee on the Judiciary, with an
amendment, on page 1, line 8, after the
word "numbered", strike out "(487—42—
4467)" and Insert "(487—42—7467)"; so as
to make the bill read:

S. 476
Be it enacted by the Senate and the Hovsc

of Representative.s of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for
purposes of determining the entitlement of
Mrs. Marjorie Zuck. Rural Route 1, Watson,
Missouri, to benefits under title II Of the So
clal Security Act for the months after October
1965. on the basis of the wages and self-
employment income of Emory Zuck (social
security account numbered (487—42—7467)
if the said Mrs. Marjorie Zuck files
application for such benefits within six
months after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the marriage entered into by the
said Mrs. Marjorie Zuck and Emery Zuck on
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November 26, 1921, shall be held and consid-
ered to have been a valid marriage.

The amendment was agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD an excerpt from the report
(No. 91—445), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT

The purpose of the amendment is to con-
form the social security account number
of Emery Zuck with information contained
in the report of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare,, appended hereto.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this legislation, as amend-
ed, is to determine the entitlement of Mrs.
Marjorie Zuck, Rural Route 1, Watson, Mo.,
to benefits under title II of the Social Se-
curity Act for the months after October 1965,
on the basis of the wages and self-employ-
ment income of Emery Zuck (social security
account' numbered 487—42—7467). If the said
Mrs. Marjorie Zuck files application for such
benefits within 6 months after the date
of the enactment of this act, the marriage
entered into by the said Mrs. Marjorie Zuck
and Emery Zuck on November 26, 1921, shall
be held and considered to have been a valid
marriage.

STATEMENT

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare has no objebtion to enactment of
this legislation.

In its report to the Committee on the
Judiciary under date of May 1, 1968, the
Department states:

The facts upon which this private relief
bill is based are stated in the accompanying
memorandum. In substance, Mrs. Marjorie
Rose Zuck filed an application on Septem-
ber 8. 1965, for wife's insurance benefits on
the social security account of Emery Zuck,
'who had previously filed an application for
old-age insurance benefits. (Mr. Zuck's ac-
count number, 487—42—7476, is incorrectly
Shown as 487—42—4467 in S. 1142.) Mrs. Zuck's
application was disallowed. She was not
validly married to Mr. Emery Zuck because
she and Mr. Zuck are first cousins of the
halfblood—that is, their fathers were half
brothers—and she is consequently not en-
titled to wife's benefits on his account. The
disallowance and a subsequently reconsid-
ered determination of the Social Security
Administration have been reaffirmed by a
hearing examiner of the .Bureau of Hear-
ings and 'Appeals of the Social Security Ad-
ministration.

The bill would provide that the marriage
entered into by Mr. and Mrs. Zuck would
be held to be a valid marriage. As a re-
sult, Mrs. Zuck would be eligible for social
security's wife's insurance benefits.

We believe that because of the very Sym-
pathetic circumstances in this case, special
legislation is not undesirable. Moreover,
while we have not yet been able to develop
a satisfactory proposal for general legis-
lation that would permit payment of benefits
in such a case, we would favor enactment
of such legislation. We would therefore have
no objection to enactment of the bill.

The committee, after reviewing the facts
of this case, concurs In the conclusions of
the Department of Iealth, Education, and
Wëlf are, and accordingly recommends that
favorable consideration be given to S. 476,
as amended.
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IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

OcTOBEn 7, 1969

Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary

AN ACT
For the relief of Mrs. Marjorie Zuck.

i Be it enacted by (lie Senate and House of Representa-

2 tices of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That, for Pu11)t)'S Ot (lett'rlUiIlillg the entitlelli('flt of Mrs.

4 Marjorie Zitek, Rural 1oute 1, Watsoii, Missouri, to heiie—

5 fits under title II of the Social Security Act for the months

6 after October 1965, on the basis of the wages and self-

7 employment income of Emery Zuck (social security account

8 numbered (487—42—7467) ) if the said Mrs. Marjorie Zuck

9 files application for such benefits within six months after

10 the date of the enactiiieut of this Act, the iliarriage entered

11 into by the said Mrs. Marjorie Zuck and Eniery Zuek on No—

12 veiiiber 26, 1921, shall be held a1I(1 (O1I5i(kFCd to have been

13 a valid itia rriage.

Passe(1 the Sciiate ()et her 6, 1969.

Attest: FBi\(JTS Ill. VAT4E0,
Secretary.

III
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AN ACT
For the relief of Mrs. Marjorie Zuck.

OCTOBER 7, 1969

Referred to the Conunittee on the Judiciary
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1st Session J No. 91—616

MRS MARJORIE ZUCK

NOVEMBER 12, 1969.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House and
ordered to be printed

Mr. SMITH of New York, from the Committee on the Judiciary,
submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany S. 476]

The Committee on the .Judiciirv, to whom \vas referred the bill
(S. 476) for the relief of Mrs. Marjorie Zuck, having considered the
same, report favorably thereon without amendnient and recommend
that the bill do pass.

PTJRPOSE

The purpose of this legislation is to determine the entitlement of
Mrs. Marjorie Zuck, Rural Route 1, Watson, Mo., to benefits under
title II of the Social Security Act for the months after October 1965,
on the basis of the wages and self-employment income of Emery Zuck
(social security account numbered 487—42—7467). If the said Mrs.
Marjorie Zuck files application for such benefits within 6 months after
the date of enactment of this act, the marriage entered into by the
said Mrs. Marjorie Zuck and Emery Zuck on November 26, 1921,
shall be held and considered to have been a valid marriage.

STATEMENT

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, in its report
to the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, stated that it had no
objection to enactment of this legislation.

Mrs. Marjorie Rose Zuck filed an application on September 8, 1965,
for wife's insurance benefits on the social security account of Emery
Zuck, who had previously filed an application for old-age insurance
benefits. Mrs. Zuck's application was disallowed. The Social Security
Administration ruled that it could not hold their marriage to be valid
because she and Mr. Zuck are first cousins of the half blood—that is,
their fathers were half-brothers. For this reason she was denied
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entitlement to wife's benefits on his account. The disallowance and
a subsequently reconsidered determination of the Social Security
Administration have been reaffirmed by a hearing examiner of the
Bureau of Hearings and Appeals of the Social Security Administration.

The benefits were denied Mrs. Zuck because of the determination
by the I)epartment that an applicaht will only be recognized as the
wife of an insured individual for social security purposes if the courts
of the State in which the insured individual is domiciled at the time
the application is filed would find that the applicant and the insured
individual were validly married at the time the application is filed.
If the courts would not find that the applicant and the insured in-
dividual were validly married, the applicant nevertheless is deemed
to be the wife of the insured individual if she would, under the laws
applied by the courts in determining the devolution of interstate
personal property, have the same status with respect to the taking of
such property as a wife of the insured individual.

However, in this case, no such relief appears to be available on
an admfnistrative basis since Marjorie Rose Zuck and Emery Zuck
are first cousins of the halfblood; that is, their fathers were half
brothers. (Mrs. Zuck has emphasized her belief that she and Mi.
Zuck are not first cousins, since they have only one common grand-
parent.) They were married in Sydney, Iowa on November 26, 1921,
having obtained a marriage license and the marriage was recorded as
required. by applicable State law. The Department in the memorandum
accompanying its report stated on the basis of the informatioii i had
received on the case that the marriage was apparently entered into
iii good faith by both parties.

While, as a legal matter, the validity of a marriage must be deter-
mined by the laws of either the State in which the parties reside or the
marriage performed. Neither alternative would aid Mrs. Zuck in this
situation. Under Iowa law a marriage contracted in Iowa between cous-
ins is void and under the laws of Missouri where the couple is domiciled,
a marriage between first cousins is also void. The Department reasoned
that since courts have used very broad language in holding that rela-
tionships of halfblood are equivalent to relationships of the whole
blood, it was forced to conclude that the courts would take the same
view wfith respect to first cousins of the halfblood. The Department
for this reason concluded that the marriage could not be held to be
valid in. order to qualify Mrs. Zuck for wife's benefits.

The bill would grant relief on an equitable basis by providing that
the marriage entered into by Mr. and Mrs. Zuck would be held to be a
valid marriage in order to qualify Mrs. Zuck for social security wife's
benefits. In indicating that it would have no objection to such relief
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare stated in its report:

We believe that because of the very sympathetic circum-
stances in this case, special legislation is not undesirable.
Moreover, while we have not yet been able to develop a satis-
factory proposal for general legislation that would permit
payment benefits in such a case, we would favor enactment
of such legislation. We would therefore have no objection
to enactment of the bill.

In view of the circumstances of the parties including the sympathetic
considerations referred to by the Department of Health, Education,
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and Welfare and the indication by that Department that it would have
no objection to relief, it is recommended that the bill be considered
favorably.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,

May 1, 1968.
Hon. JAMES 0. EASTLAND,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request
of March 8, 1967, for a report on S. 1142, a bill for the relief of Mrs.
Marjorie Zuck.

The facts upon which this private relief bill is based are stated in
the accompanying memorandum. In substance, Mrs. Marjorie Rose
Zuck filed an application on September 8, 1965, for wife's insurance
benefits on the social security account of Emery Zuck, who had
previously filed an application for old-age insurance benefits. (Mr.
Zuck's account number, 487—42—7467, is incorrectly shown as 487—
42—4467 in S. 1142.) Mrs. Zuck's application was disallowed. She
was not validly married to Mr. Emery Zuck because she and Mr.
Zuck are first cousins of the halfblood—that is, their fathers were
half brothers—and she is consequently not entitled to wife's benefits
on his account. The disallowance and a subsequently reconsidered
determination oi the Social Security Administration have been
reaffirmed by a hearing examiner of the Bureau of Hearings and
Appeals of the Social Security Administration.

The bill wrould provide that the marriage entered into by Mr. and
Mrs. Zuck would be held to be a valid marriage. As a result, Mrs.
Zuck would be eligible for social security wife's insurance benefits.

We believe that because of the very sympathetic circumstances in
this case special legislation is not undesirable. Moreover, while we have
not yet beerì able to develop a satisfactory proposal for general
legislation that would permit payment of benefits in such a case, we
would favor enactment of such legislation. We would, therefore, have
no objection to enactment of the bill.

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no
objection to the submission of this report from the standpoint of the
administration's program.

Sincerely,
WILBUR J. COHEN,

Acting Secretary.

MEMORANDUM TO ACCOMPANY THE REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFAREON 5. 1142

S. 1142 would provide that for purposes of determining the entitle-
ment of Mrs. Marjorie R. Zuck to benefits under the social security
program, the marriage entered into by Mrs. Marjorie Zuck and
Emery Zuck would be considered to have been a valid marriage. Tithe
bill were enacted, Mrs. Zuck could become entitled to social security
benefits for months after October 1965.

Under the law, an applicant is the wife of an insured individual for
social security purposes if the courts of the State in which the insured
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individual is domiciled at the time the application is filed would find
that th applicant and the insured individual were validly married
at the time the application is filed. If the courts would not find that
the applicant and the insured individual were validly married, the
applicant nevertheless is deemed to be the wife of the insured indi-
vidual if she would, under the laws applied by the courts in determin-
ing the devolution of intestate personal l)roperty, have the same sta-
tus with respect to the taking of such property as a wife of the insured
individual.

Majorie Rose Zuck and Emery Zuck are first cousins of the half-
blood; that is, their fathers were half brothers. (Mrs. Zuck has empha-
sized her belief that she and Mr. Zuck are not first cousins, since they
have ouly one common grandparent.) They were married in Sydney,
Iowa, on November 26, 1921, having obtained a marriage license, and
the ceremony was recorded. The marriage was apparently entered
into in good faith.

The validity of their marriage must be determined by the laws of
either the State in which they reside or the State where the marriage
was perFormed. Under Iowa law, marriage contracted in Iowa between
cousins is void and under the laws of Missouri, where the couple is
domiciled, a marriage between first cousins is void. The courts have
used very broad language in holding that relationships of the half blood
are equivalents of relationships of the whole blood, and it is believed
that the courts would take that view with respect to first cousins.
Since the marriage cannot be held to be a valid one, Mrs. Zuck does
not meet the requirements of the Social Security Act for eligibility
for wife's benefits.

0





1156 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE January 20, 1970

MRS. MARJORIE ZUCK
The Clerk called the bill (S. 476) for

the relief of Mrs. Majorie Zuck.
There being no objection, the Clerk

read the bill as follows:
S. 476

Be t enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of tPte United States 0/
America in Congress assembled, That, for
purposes of determining the entitlement of
Mrs. Marjorie Zuck, Rural Route 1. Watson,
Missouri, to benefits under title II of the So-
cial Security Act for the months alter Oc-
tober 1965, on the basis of the wages and
self-employment Income of Emery Zuck (so-
cial security account numbered (487—42
7467 I if the said Mrs. Marjorie Zuck files ap-
plication for such benefits within six mouths
after the date of the enactment 0! this Act,
the marriage entered into by the said Mrs.
Marjorie Zuck and Emery Zuck on November
26, 1921, shall be held and considered to have
been a valid marriage.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.



Private Law 91-76
91st Congress, S. 476

February 2, 1970

ntt
For th reIif of Mrs. Marjorie Zutk.

Be it enacted by the Senate and Houee of Repreeitative8 of the
United State8 of America in Co1ire88 a88embled, That, for purposes
of determining the entitlement of Mrs. Marjorie Zuc.k7 Rural Route 1,
Watson, Missouri, to benefits under title II of the Social Security Act
for the months after October 1965, on the basis of the wages and self-
employment income of Emery Zuck (social security account numbered
(487—42—7467)) if the said Mrs. Marjorie Zuck files application for
such benefits within six months after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the marriage entered into by the said Mrs. Marjorie Zuck
and Emery Zuck on November 26, 1921, shall be held and considered
to have been a valid marriage.

Approved February 2, 1970.

GPO 37.128



91ST CONGRESS 1 ROUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES J REPORT

18t8e88wn J 1No.91—299

ALBERT E. JAMESON, JR.

JUNE 9, 1969.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House and
ordered to be printed

Mr. HUNGATE, from the Committee on the Judiciary,
submitted the following

REPORT
ET0 accompany H.R. 53371

The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 5337) for the relief of the late Albert E. Jameson, Jr., having
considered the same, report favorably thereon without amendment
and recommend that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is to provide that the late
Albert E. Jameson, Jr., is to be deemed to have filed an application for
social security disability benefits prior to his death on November 1,
1964, in order to permit the consideration of a claim for retroactive
disability benefits for a period prior to Mr. Jameson's death.

STATEMENT

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, in a report
dated August 19, 1968 on a previous bill, stated that it did not oppose
enactment of the bill. The report of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare states that the enactment of the bifi would
permit the consideration of the claim which involves the right of the
widow of Mr. Jameson to receive 4 months' retroactive benefits on
the basis of the disability of her deceased husband. The problem
in this case is that an application for disability benefits was not
actually filed before Mr. Jameson's death. The bill would have the
effect of waiving this requirement. The memorandum accompanying
the report of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
states:
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Before the death of Albert E. Jameson, Jr. (which occurred
on November 1, 1964) Mrs. Jameson telephoned the Roxbury,
Mass., Social Security district office about the possibility of
claiming disability insurance benefits for him. The specific
date of the telephone inquiry cannot be established, but it
occurred during October 1964. Mrs. Jameson apparently
could not go to the Social Security office to file an application
on behalf of her husband. Under the Social Security Adminis-
tration procedures effective at that time, in such situations
a representative of the Social Security office would go to the
disabled worker as soon as practicable to obtain the required
application. In this instance, there was some delay in making
a visit to the disabled worker's home, and the application for
disability insurance benefits was not obtained before Mr.
Jameson's death. (Social security regulations in effect since
November 10, 1964, permit the ffling of a prescribed applica-
tion form on behalf of a deceased individual, provided that
the deceased individual or a proper person on his behalf filed
with the Social Security Administration prior to his death, a
signed written statement indicating an intent to claim
benefits.)

Mrs. Jameson atteinp ted to assert a claim to the disability benefits
by filing an application on January 11, 1966; however, since that
application was not filed while the disabled worker was alive, the
claim for benefits had to be denied. This action was reconsidered a.fl(l
the denial was affirmed on May 19, 1966. As has been noted, the bill,
H.R. 5337 would remedy this defect with the result that disability
insurance benefits could be paid on Mr. Jameson's behalf to his widow.
If it is acknowledged that Mr. Jameson met the definition of disability
contained in the social security law from December 8, 1963, which is
the date he stopped work, as stated by Mrs. Jarneson, until his death,
4 months of benefits would be payable to Mr. Jaineson. The memo-
randum of the Department states that, under applicable law, benefits
payable to a disabled insured vorker cannot begin until the worker
has been disabled throughout a waiting period of 6 full calendar
months; therefore, the first month's benefit is paid for the seventh
full calendar month of disability. As a result, the 4 months for which
benefits could be paid vould be July through October of 1964.

The memorandum accompanying the departmental report also
points out that, assuming that the duration of the disability is as
stated by Mrs. Jarnesoii, the bill would permit the establishment of a
"disability freeze" with respect to Mr. Jameson's social security
earnings record. Under the disability freeze, the ieriod of time
during which Mr. Jameson met the social security definition of
disability would be excluded in computing his average monthly
earnings on which the amount of any survivor's benefits that might
be payable later would be based. The Department noted that in view
of the relatively short duration of the period of disability, a disability
freeze would have no significant effect in this instance.

The report of the Department of Health, Education, and elfare
states that as a general proposition, special legislation involving the
application of social security law as in this instance is viewed as
undesirable and ordinarily the Department would recommend against
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enactment of a pinrate bill. In this connection the committee would
note that the rules of Subcommittee No. 2, the Claims Subcommittee,
bai: the consideration of such bills unless adqeuate basis is shown for a
waiver of the rule. It has been concluded in this instance that the facts
outlined in the departmental report justify the consideration of this
matter and, in this connection, the departmental report stated facts
which show that actual notice was given to the Social Security Admin-
istration of the existence of disability to Mr. Jaineson's death.
The committee feels that the following quotation from the depart-
mental report outlines the basis for legislative relief in this instance
and reflects the equities which justify an exception in this case:

However, it is clear that the Social Security Administration
was informally notified by Mrs. Jarneson, prior to her hus-
band's death, of an intention to file the required application,
and that extremely unusual circumstances in tins case pre-
vented the timely filing of the application. in addition, social
security regulations in effect since November 10, 1964, permit
the ffliug of a valid application on behalf of a deceased in-
dividual provided that the deceased person or a proper person
on his behalf has filed with the Social Security Adinistration
prior to his death a signed, written statement requesting
benefits. if this regulation had been in effect in October 1964,
1)riOr to Mr. Jameson's death on November 1, 1964, it is
reasonable to assume that Mrs. Jameson would have filed the
written statement and that the benefits payable tinder H.R.
10450 would have been paid.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDucATIoN, ANI) WELFARE,
Washington, un gust 19, .1968.

Hon. EMANUEL CELLER,
Gha irn'ai u, Committee on the Juci i.e iary,
Ho use of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of
June 7, 1967, for a report on HR. 10450, a bill for the relief of the
late Albert E. Jaineson, Jr. -

The. bill provides that the late Albert E. Jameson, Jr., be deemed
to have filed, prior to his death on November 1, 1964, an application
for social security disability benefits. Based on the time of onset of
iVir. Jameson's disability as stated by Mrs. Jameson, enactment of
this bill would enable her to receive 4 months' retroactive benefits on
the basis of her deceased husband's disability. The facts upon which
this private relief bill is based are stated in the accompanying memo-
ranclum.

The enactment of H.R. 10450 would make inapplicable in this
instance a generally applicable requirement of present law—namely
that. an application for disability benefits must be filed before the
death of the disabled worker. We believe that special legislation of this
kind is generally undesirable, and would ordinarily recommend
against the enactment of a bill of this kind. However, it is clear that
the Social Security Administration was informally notified by Mrs.
Jameson, prior to l.ier husband's death, of an intention to file the re-
quired application, and that extremely unusual circumstances in this
case prevented the timely filing of the application. In addition, social
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security regulations in effect since November 10, 1964, permit the
filing of a valid application on behalf of a deceased individual pro-
vided that the deceased person or a proper person on his behalf has
ified with the Social Security Administration prior to his death a
signed, written statement requesting benefits. If this regulation had
been in effect in October 1964, prior to Mr. Jameson's death on
November 1, 1964, it is reasonable to assume that Mrs. Jameson
would have filed the written statement and that the benefits payable
under H.R. 10450 would have been paid.

In view of this, we would not oppose the enactment lof H.R. 10450.
We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objec-

tion to the submission of this report from the standpoint of the
administration's program.

Sincerely,
WILBUR J. COHEN, Secretary.

MEMORANDUM TO ACCOMPANY THE REPORT OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

As a condition for entitlement to social security disability
insurance benefits, the law requires that an application
for the benefits must be filed by or on behalf of the disabled
worker while he is alive.

Before the death of Albert E. Jameson, Jr. (which
occurred on November 1, 1964) Mrs. Jameson telephoned
the Roxbury, Mass., Social Security district office about the
possibility of claiming disability insurance benefits for him.
r111e specific date of the telephone inquiry cannot be es-
tablished, but it occurred during October 1964. Mrs.
.Jamesoii apparently could not go to the Social Security
office to file an application on behalf of her husband. Under
the Social Security Administration procedures effective at
that time, in such situations a representative of the Social
Security office would go to the disabled worker as soon
as practicable to obtain the required application. In this
instance, there was some delay in making a visit to the
disabled worker's home, and the application for disability
insurance benefits was not obtained before Mr. Jameson's
death. (Social security regulations in effect since November
10, 1964, permit the filing of a Prescribed application form on
behalf of a deceased individual, provided that the deceased
individual or a proper person on his behalf filed with the
Social Security Administration prior to his death, a signed
written statement indicating an intent to claim benefits.)

On January 11, 1966, Mrs. Jameson filed a disability
application on behalf of her deceased husband. However,
since the application was not filed while the disabled worker
was alive, the claim for benefits had to be denied. A recon-
sideration of the claim was requested, and on May 19, 1966.
the denial was affirmed.

Under H.R. 10450, Mr. Jameson would be deemed to have
filed an application for disability iusmanee benefits prior to
his death, and as a result disability iImsiiiaimce benefits could
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be paid on his behalf to Mrs. Jameson. Assuming that Mr.
Jameson met the definition of disability in the law from
December 8, 1963 (the date he stopped work as stated by Mrs.
Jameson), until his death, 4 months of benefits (July through
October 1964) would be payable to Mrs. Jaineson. (Under
the law, benefits payable to a disabled insured worker cannot
begin until after the worker has been disabled throughout a
waiting period of 6 full calendar months. The first month's
benefits is for the 7th full calendar month of disability.)

The enactment of H.R. 10450 would also permit (assuming
that the duration of disability is as stated by Mrs. Jameson)
the establishment of a "disability freeze" in respect to Mr.
Jameson's social security earnings record. Under the disa-
bility freeze, the period of time during which Mr. Jarneson
met the social security definition of disability would be ex-
cluded in computing his average monthly earnings, on which
the amount of any survivors benefits that might be payable
later on would be based. However, in view of the relatively
short duration of the period of disability, a disability freeze
would have no significant effect in this instance.

In view of the facts outlined in this report and in the report and
memorandum of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
the committee has concluded that this is a proper subject for legislative
relief and accordingly recommends that the bill be considered
favorably.

0

U. Rept. 91—29 9



Private Caleildar No. 108
91ST CONGRESS

ls'r SESSION II R 5337
[Report No. 91—299]

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JANUARY 29, 1969

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts introduced the following bill; which was referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary

JUNE 9, 1969

Commtted to the Committee of the Whole House and ordered to be printed

A BILL
For the relief of the late Albert E. Jameson, Junior.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 thes of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That, for the purposes of determining the entitlement of

4 Albert E. Jameson, Junior (Social Security Account Num-

5 her 011—09—9887), of Hyde Park, Massachusetts, to dis-

6 ability insurance benefits under section 223 of the Social

7 Security Act (and to a. period of disability under section

8 216 (i) of such Act) , the said Albert E. Jameson shall be

9 deemed to have flied application for such benefits as re—

10 quired by section 223 (a) (1) (C) of such Act (and for the

11 establishment of a period of disability as required by section

Iv



1 216 (1) (2) (B) of such Act) iiiiniediately before his death

2 oii November 1, 1964.
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114878 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD— HOUSE June .77, 1969

ALBERT E. JAMESON, JR.
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5337)

for the relief of the late Albert E. Jame-
son, Jr.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 5337
Be it enacted by the Senate and Houc

0/ Representatives of the United States of
America In Congress assembled That, for
the purposes of determining the entitlement
of Albert E. Jameson, Junior (Social Security
Account Number 011—09—9887), of Hyde Park.
Massachusetts, to disability Insurance bene-
fits under section 223 of the Social Security
Act (and to a period of disability under sec-
tion 216(i) of such Act), the said Albert E.
Jameson shall be deemed to have filed ap-
plication for such benefits as required by
section 223(a)(1)(C) of such Act (and for
the setabllshment of a period of disability
as required by section 216(1) (2) (B) of such
Act) immediately before his death on No-
vember 1, 1964.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsdler was laid on the table.



Caleildar No. 1061
91ST CONGRESS 1 SENATE REPORT

diSe88ion j No.91—1056

ALBERT E. JAMESON, JE.

Jui 30, 170.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. Buu)Icm, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the
following

REPORT
(To accompany H.R. 5337]

The Committee on the Judiciary, to which was referred the bill
(H.R. 5337) for the relief of the late Albert E. Jameson, Jr., having
considered the same, reports favorably thereon without amendment
nd recommends that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is to entitle Albert E.
Jameson, Jr. to disability insurance benefits under section 223 of the
Social Security Act (and to a period of disability under section 216(i)
of such act), the said Albert E. Jameson shall be deemed to have filed
application for such benefits as required by section 223(a) (1) (C) of
such act (and for the establishment of a period of disability as re-
quired by section 216(i) (2) (B) of such act) immediately before his
death on November 1, 1964.

STATEMENT

The proposed legislation passed the House of Representatives
June 1'T 1969. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
the administrative agency most directly affected, is in favor of enact-
ment of this legislation. The facts of the case as stated in the accom-
panying House Report No. 91—299 are as follows:

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, in a
report dated August 19, 1968 on a previous bill, stated that
it did not oppose enactment of the bill. The report of the De-
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partment of Health, Education, and Welfare states that the
enactment of the bill would permit the consideration of the
claim which involves the right of the widow of Mr. Jameson
to receive 4 months' retroactive benefits on the basis of the
disability of her deceased husband. The problem in this case
is that an application for disability benefits was not actually
filed before Mr. Jameson's death. The bill would have the
effect of waiving this requirement. The memorandum accom-
panying 'the report of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare states:

"Before the death of Albert E. Jameson, Jr. (which oc-
curred on November 1, 1964) Mrs. Jameson telephoned the
Roxbury, Mass., Social Security district office about the pos-
sibility of claiming disability insurance benefits for him. The
specific date of the telephone inquiry cannot be established,
but it occurred during October 1964. Mrs. Johnson appar-
ent.ly could not go on to the Social Security office to file an
application on behalf of her husband. Under the Social Se-
curity Administration procedures effective at tha.t time, in
such situations a representative of the Social Security office
would go to the disabled worker 'as soon as practicable to ob-
tain the required application. In this instance, there was some
delay in making a visit to the disabled worker's home, and the
application for disability insurance benefits was not. obtained
before 'Mr. Jameson's death. (Social Security regulations in
effect since November 10, 1964, permit the filing of a pre-
scribed application form on behalf of a deceased individual,
provided that the deceased individual or a proper person on
his behalf filed with the Social Security Administration prior
to his death, a signed written statement indicating an intent
to claim benefits.)"

Mrs. Jameson attempted to assert a claim to the disability
benefits by filing an application on January 11, 1966; how-
ever, since that application was not filed while the disabled
worker was alive, the claim for benefits had to be denied.
This action was reconsidered and the denial was affirmed
on May 19, 1966. As has been noted, the bill, H.R. 5337, would
remedy this defect with the result that disability insurance
benefits could be paid on Mr. Jameson's behalf to his widow.
If it is acknowledged that Mr. Jameson met the definition of
disability contained in the social security law from Decern-
her 8, 163, which is the date he stopped work, as stated by
Mrs. Jameson, until his death, 4 months of benefits would be
payable to Mr. Jameson. The memorandum of the Depart-
ment states that, under applicable law, benefits payable to a
disabled insured worker cannot begin until the worker has
been disabled throughout a waiting period of 6 full calendar
months; therefore, the first month's benefit is paid for the
seventh full calendar month of disability. As a result, the 4
months for which benefits could be paid would be July
through October of 1964.

The memorandum accompanying the departmental report
also points out that, assuming that t.he duration of the dis-
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ability is as stated by Mrs. Jameson, the bill would permit
the establishment of a "disability freeze" with respect to Mr.
Jameson's social security earnings record. Under the dis-
ability freeze, the period of time during which Mr. Jameson
met the social security definition of disability would be ex-
cluded in computing his average monthly earnings on which
the amount of any survivor's benefits that might be payable
later would be based. The Department noted that in view of
the relatively short duration of the period of disability, a dis-
ability freeze would have no significant effect in this instance.

The report of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare states that as a general proposition, special legisla-
tion involving the application of social security law as in this
instance is viewed as undesirable and ordinarily the Depart-
ment would recommend against enactment of a private bill,
In this connection the committee would note that the rules
of Subcommittee No. 2, the Claims Subcommittee, bar the
consideration of such bills unless adequate basis is shown
for a waiver of the rule. It has been concluded in this in-
stance that the facts outlined in the departmental report
justify the consideration of this matter and, in this connec-
tion, the departmental report stated facts which show that
actual notice was given to the Social Security Administra-
tion of the existence of disability prior to Mr. Jameson's
death. The committee feels that the following quotation from
the departmental report outlines the basis for legislative re-
lief in this instance and reflects the equities which justify an
exception in this case:

"However, it is clear that the Social Security Administra-
tion was informally notified by Mrs. Jameson, prior to her
husband's death, of an intention to file the required applica-
tion, and that extremely unusual circumstances in this case
prevented the timely filing of the application. In addition,
social security regulations in effect since November 10, 1964,
permi't the filing of a valid application on behalf of a deceased
individual provided that the deceased person or a proper
person on his behalf has filed with the Social Security Admin-
istration prior to his death a signed, written statement re-
questing benefits. If this regulation had been in effect in Oc-
tober 1964, prior to Mr. Jameson's death on November 1,
1964, it is reasonable to assume that Mrs. Jameson would have
filed the written statement and that the benefits payable under
H.R. 10450 would have been paid."

In agreement with the views of both the House of Representat;i yes
and the Department of T-Iea.lth, Education, and Welfare, the com-
m ittee recommends the proposed legislation favorably.

Attached 'hereto and made 'a part hereof is the persuasive aforemen-
tioned report of the Department of T-Iealth, Education, and 'Welfare.
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DEPA1TMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washingto'n, August 19, 1968.

Hon. EMANUEL CELLER,
Chairman, Com'imittee on the Judiciary,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of
June 7, 1967, for a report on H.R. 10450, a bill for the relief of the
late Albert E. Jameson, Jr.

The bill provides that the late Albert E. Jameson, Jr.. be deemed
to have flied, prior to his death on November 1, 1964, an application
for social security disability benefits. Based on the time of onset of
Mr. Jameson's disability as stated by Mrs. Jameson, enactment of
this bill would enable her to 'receive 4 months' retroactive benefits on
the basis of her deceased husband's disability. The facts upon which
th1s private 'relief bill is based are stated in the accompanying memo-
randum.

The enactment of H.R. 10450 would make inapplicable in this
instance a generally applicable requirement of present law—namely
that an application for disability benefits must be filed before the
death of the disabled worker. We believe that special legislation of this
kind is generally undesirable, and would ordinarily recommend
against the enactment 'of a bill of this kind. However, it is clear that
the Social Security Administration was informally notified by Mrs.
Jameson, prior to her husband's death, of 'an intention to file the re-
quired application, and that extremely unusual circumstances in this
case prevented the timely filing of the application. In addition, social
security regulations in effect since November 10, 1964, permit the
filing of a valid application on behalf of a deceased individual 'pro-
ri.ded that the deceased person or a proper person on his behalf has
filed with the Social Security Administration prior to his death a
signed, written statement requesting benefits. If this regulation had
been in effect in October 1964, prior to Mr. Jameson's death on
November 1, 1964, it is reasonable to assume that Mrs. Jarneson
would have filed the written statement and that the benefits payable
under H.R. 10450 would have been paid.

In view of this, we would not oppose the enactment of H.R. 10450.
'We are 'advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objec-

tion to the submission of this report from the standpoint of the
administration's program.

Sincerely,
WILBUR J. Coiix, Secretary.

MEMORANDUM TO ACCOMPANY THE REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

As a condition for entitlement to social security disability
insurance benefits, the law requires that an application for
the benefits must be filed by or on behalf of the disabled
worker while he is alive.

Before the death of Albert E. Jarneson, Jr. (Which OC-
curred on November 1, 1964), Mrs. Jameson telephoned the
Roxbury, Mass., social security district office about the pos-
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sibility ofclaiming disability insurance benefits for him. The
specific date of the telephone inquiry cannot be established,
but it occurred during October 1964. Mrs. Jameson appar-
entiy could not go to the social security office to file an
application on behalf of her husband. Under the Social Secu-
rity Administration procedures effective at that time, in such
situations a representative of the social security office would
go to the disabled worker as soon as practicable to Obtain
the required application. In this instance, there was some
delay in making a visit to the disabled worker's home, and
the application for disability insurance benefits was not ob-
tained before Mr. Jameson's death. (Social security regula-
tions in effect since November 10, 1964, permit the filing of
a prescribed application form on behalf of a deceased indi-
vidual, provided that the deceased individual or a proper
person on his behalf filed with the Social Security Adminis-
tration prior to his death, a signed written statement indi-
cating an intent to claim benefits.)

On January 11, 1966, Mrs. Jameson filed a disability
application on behalf of her deceased husband. However,
since the application was not filed while the disabled worker
was alive, the claim for benefits had to be denied. A recon-
sideration of the claim was requested, and on May 19, 1966,
the denial was affirmed.

Under H.R. 10450, Mr. Jarneson would be deemed to have
filed an application for disability insurance benefits prior to
his death, and as a result disability insurance benefits could
be paid on his behalf to Mrs. JamesQn. Assuming that Mr.
Jameson met the definition of disability in the law from
December 8, 1963 (the date he stopped work as stated by Mrs.
Jameson), until his death, 4 months of benefits (July through
October 1964) would be payable to Mrs. Jameson. (Under
the law, benefits payable to a disabled insured worker cannot
begin until after the worker has been disabled throughout a
waiting period of 6 full calendar months. The first month's
benefits is for the seventh full calendar month of disability.)

The enactment of ll.R. 10450 would also permit (assuming
that the duration of disability is as stated by Mrs. Jameson)
the establishment of a "disability freeze" in respect to Mr.
Jameson's social security earnings record. Under the disa-
bility freeze, the period of time during which Mr. Jameson
met the social security definition of disability would be ex-
eluded in computing his average monthly earnings, on which
the amount of any survivors benefits that might be payable
later on would be based. 1-Towever, in view of the relatively
short duration of the period of disability, a disability freeze
would have no significant effect in this instance.

In view of the facts outlined in this report and in the report and
memorandum of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
the committee has concluded that this is a proper sublect for legislative
relief and accordingly recommends that the bill be considered
favorably.

0
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ALBERT E. JAMESON, JR.
The bill (H.R. 5337) for the relief of

the late Albert E. Jameson, Jr., was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD an excerpt from the report
(No. 91—1056), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to entitle Albert E. Jameson, Jr. to disability
insurance benefits under section 223 of the
Social Security Act (and to a period of dis-
ability under section 216(1) of such act),
the said Albert E. Jameson shall be deemed
to have filed application for such benefits
as required by section 223(a) (1) (C) of such
act (and for the establishment of a period
cf disability as required by section 216(i) (2)
(B) of such act) immediately befcre his
death on November 1, 1964.

STATEMENT

The proposed legislation passed the House
of Representatives June 17, 1969. The De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. the administrative agency mast directly
attected. is in favor of enactment of this
legislation. The facts of the case as stated in
the accompanying House Report No. 91—299
are as fiilov,s

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Iii a report dated August 19, 1968
on a previous bill, stated that it did not op-
po:o cn:.ctment of the bill. The report of the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
tare stafes that the enactment of the bill
would permit the ct,nsideration of the claim
which involves the right of the widow of
Mr. Jameson to receive 4 months' retroac-
tive benefits on the basis of the disability of
l'er deceased husband. The problem In this
case is that an application for d:sability
benefits was not actually filed belore Mr.
Jameson's death. The bill wruld have the
effect of waiving this requirement. The mem-
orandum accompanying the report of the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare states:

Before the death oT Albert E. Jameson.
Jr. (which occurred on November 1, 1964)
Mrs. Jameson telephoned the Roxbury, Mass.,
Social Security district office about the pos-
sibility of claiming disability insurance ben-

August 3, 1970
efits for him. The specific date of the tele-
phone inquiry cannot be established, but It
occurred turing October 1964. Mrs. John-
son apparently could not go on to the Social
Security office to file an application on behalf
of her husband. Under the Social Security
Administration procedures effective at that
time, in such situations a representative of
the Social Security office would go to the
disabled worker as soon as practicable to
obtain the required application. In this in-
stance, there was some delay in making a
visit to the disabled worker's home, and the
application for disability Insurance benefits
was not obtained before Mr. Jameson's death.
(Social Security regulations in effect since
November 10, 1964, permit the filing of a
prescribed application form on behalf of a
deceased individual provided that the de-
ceased individual or a proper person on his
behalf filed with the Social Security Admin-
istration prior to his death, a signed written
statement Indicating an intent to claim
benefits.)"

Mrs. Jameson attempted to assert a claim
to the disability benefits by filing an appli-
cation on January 11, 1966; however, since
that application was not filed while the dis-
abled worker was alive, the claim for bene-
fits had to be denied. This action was recon-
sidered and the denial was affirmed on May
19, 1966. As has been noted, the bill, HR.
5337, would remedy this defect with the re-
sult that disability insurance benefits could
be paid on Mr. Jameson's behalf to his
widow. If It Is acknowledged that Mr. Jame-
son met the definition of disability con-
tained In the social security law from De-
cember 8. 1963, which is the date he stopped
work, as stated by Mrs. Jameson, until hfs
death, 4 months of benefits would be pay-
able to Mr. Jameson. The memorandum of
the Department states that, under applica-
ble law, benefits payable to a disabled in-
sured worker cannot begin until the worker
has been disabled throughout a waiting pe-
riod of 6 full calendar months: therefore,
the first month's benefit Is paid for the
seventh full calendar month of disability.
As a result, the 4 months for which benefits
could be paid would be July through Octo-
ber of 1964.

The memorandvun accompanying the de-
parl.naental report also points out that, as-
su.ming that the duration of the disability is
as stated by Mrs. Jameson, the bill would
psrm.t the establishment of a "diahilji v
freeze" with respect to Mr. Jarnesc'n's social
security earnings record. Under the disability
freeze, the period of time during which Sir.
Jameson met the social security definition
of disability would be excluded in ccmputing
his average monthly earnings on which the
amount of any survivor's benefits mght be
payable later would be baced. The D'p:: t-
ment noted that In view of the relatively
short duration of the period of dabitttv, a
disability freeze vrould have no signficant ef-
fect in this instance,

The report of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare states thet as a gn-
eral proposition, special legislatIon involving
the application of social security law as in
thIs Instance is viewed as undersirable and
ordinarily the Department would recontm,
against enactment of a private bill. In thi
connection the committee would note hat
the rules of Subcommittee No. 2. the
Subcommittee, bar the consicieratLut ol '.ti
bills unless adequate basis is Shown fit' a
waiver of the rule. It has been concluded in
this instance that the facts outlined iii SIte
departmental report justify the considrra-
tion of this matter and, in this connertien,
the departnientel report stated fat Ls \ it;
show that actual notice was given to the
Social Security Administration of the exist-
ence of disability prior to l\Ir. Jinteacns
death, Tue committee feels that the follow-
ing quotation from the departmental report
outlines the basis for legislative relief in this
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instance and reflects the equities which Jus-
tify an exception in this case:

"However, it is clear that the Social Secu-
rity Administration was informally notified
by Mrs. Jameson, prior to her husband's
death, of an intention to file the required
application and that extremely unusual cir-
cumstances in this case prevented the timely
filing of the application. In addition, social
security regulations in effect since November
10, 1964, permit the filing of a valid applica-
tion on behalf of a deceased individual pro-
vided that the deceased person or a proper
person on his behalf has filed with the Social
Security Administration prior to his death
a signed, written statement requeating ben-
efits. If this regulation had been in effect in
October 1964, prior to Mr. Jameaon's death
on November 1, 1964, it is reasonable to as-
sume that Mrs. Jameaon would have filed
the written statement and that the benefits
payable under HR. 10450 would have been
paid."

In agreement with the views of both the
House of Representatives and the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, the
committee recommends the proposed legisla-
tion favorably.



Private Law 91-125
91st Congress, H. R. 5337

August 14, 1970

nct
For the relk1 of the bite Albert E. .Jninesim. .lniiior.

Be it e,u:ced by the enafe a,,d Hoime of Repenenfative. of the
United Staten of Averiea in (ongre aceinb1ed, That, for the pm-
loses of determining the entitlement of Albert E. Jameson, Junior
(Social Security Account Number 011—09—9887), of Hyde Park, Mas-
sachusetts, to disability insurance benefits tinder section 223 of the
Social Security Act (and ton period of disability under section 216()
of such Act), the said Albert E. .Jameson shall be deemed to have filed
application for such benefits as required by section 3(n) (1) (C) of
such Act (and for the establishment of a period of disability as
required by section 16(i) (2) (B) of such Act) iiiiinedintel before
his death on November 1, 1964.

Approved August 14, 1970.

GPO 48.128





p1ST CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATiVES J REPORT

1st Session f No. 91—60

ENRICO DEMONTE

MARCH 12, 1969.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House and
ordered to be printed

Mr. DoxoutE. from the Committee on the Judiciary.
submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany H.R. 2335]

The Committee on the Judiciary. to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 2335) for the relief of Enrico DeMonte. having considered the
same, report. favorably thereon without. amendment and recommend
that the. bill do pass.

An identical bill was favorably reported and passed the House
during the 90th Congress but no action was taken in the Senate. The
facts concerning the. matter are set forth in House Report No. 1353
which is appended hereto and made a part of this report. The coin-
mittee concurs with its previous recommendation.

(H. Rept. 1353, 90th Cong., second sess.)

PuRPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is to provide that in the
determination of the right of Enrico DeMonte, of Niagara. Falls. N.Y.
to widower's insurance benefits under section 202(f) (1) of the Social
Security Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402(f) (1), as amended), he is
held and considered to have been receiving at least one-half of his
support from his late wife, Rose DeMonte, at. the time of her death
on October 15, 1962.

STATEMENT

Mr. Enrico DeMonte was completely disabled from performing
gainful employment in an industrial accident in 1928. The accident
caused an injury to Mr. DeMonte's eyes with the result that his
eyesight was so impaired that he has been held to be functionally
blind for purposes of earning a living and his own support. His sole
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personal source of income, except for a small amount of interest upon
a savings account, is and has been the meager monthly siun of $100.
This represents a disability payment which is made out of the New
York State insurance fund. Considering that Mr. and \1rs. DeMonte
were the parents of three children, this amount was inadequate for
the purposes of providing the minimal support necessary for their
subsistence. His wife was, therefore, forced to obtain employment in
1930 or 1931 in order to properly support themselves and their thiee
minor children. Prior to that time, she was unable to obtain any
employment because of the economic depression which e.xisted.

Mrs. DeMonte was forced to continue full-time employment, as
and w-hen she was able to obtain it, and in 1941 or 1942, she obtained
a full-time job at the Chishoim-Rider Co., Inc., in Niagara Falls, N.Y.,
where she continued her employment until the year 1959 when a
plantwide strike caused her employer to discontinue normal operation
and go into a. minimal operation under a skeleton crew.

Mrs. DeMonte was then forced to seek new employment w-henever
and wherever available and of any type available to her. For a period
of approximately 3 months, she collected unemployment insurance
benefits, but thereafter she obtained part-time emp]oyment with the
Board of Education in Niagara Fails, N.Y., where she worked during
the years 1959 through the time of her accidental death on October
1., 1963. Unfortunately, Mrs. DeMonte was killed in an automobile
accident which occurred on that date. Mrs. DeMonte, while laid off
during the years 1959 through 1963, fully expected to be recalled to
the Chisholm-Rider Co. plant and as a union member with 17 years
seniority at the time of the layoff, she would have been recalled. This
belief is strengthened by the fact that some time in the year 1964
the. Clii slioim-Rider plant reopened production and commenced the
recall of former employees released because of the plant shutdown.

Mr. DeMonte made application for widower's insurance benefits
under the Social Security Act following his wife's death. He applied
for these benefits because his wife was and had been the main support
of the family for many years.

Under the Social Security Act a widower must. have been receiving
at, least one-half of his support from his wife at the time of her death
in order to qualify for widowers insurance benefits. (Under the regu-
lations of the. Social Security Administration, a widower meets this
requirement if his wife w-as contributing at least one-half of his support.
for a reasonable period before her death. A period of 12 months pre-
ceding Hie date of death is considered a reasonable period unless there
is a change in the Support situation during such period.) The reason
for the support requirement. is to assure that benefits will be paid only
in situations where the widower had been dependent on his deceased
wife for his support and lost that support as a result of her death.

As is noted in the memorandum accompanying the Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare report, the information furnished to the Social
Security Administration showed that in the 12-month period before
she died, on October 15, 1963, Mrs. DeMonte was working part time
and Mr. DeMonte was getting biweekly workmen's compensation pay-
ments. (Mr. DeMonte had been receiving such payments since 1928,
when he became disabled.) Mrs. DeMonte had a net income of $1,674.50
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in the 12 months immediately preceding her death. In the same period
her husband's income was $1,300 in workmen's compensation (which is
not subject to taxes). The total income to the couple for that period
was $2,974.50, and the value of Mr. DeMonte's support was determined
to be one-half of $2,974.50 or $1,487.25. Since Mr. DeMonte's income
of $1,300 was more than half that amount, the Social Security Ad-
ministration determined that Mr. DeMonte did not receive one-half
of his support from his wife in the year before her death and that he
was not entitled to widower's insurance benefits.

On October 13, 1964, Mr. DeMonte requested a hearing before an
examiner of the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals of the Social Security
Administration. The specific issue determined at the hearing, which
was held on March 24, 1965, was whether Mr. DeMonte was receiving
at least one-half of his support from his wife at the time of her death.
The hearing examiner found that Mr. DeMonte's tax-free income of
$1,300 a year had provided more than one-half of his support prior to
the death of his wife on October 15, 1963. He therefore upheld the
Social Security Administration's determination that Mr. DeMonte
was not entitled to widower's insurance benefits.

The committee has determined that the unusual circumstances of
this case have served to deny social security benefits to a dependent
individual, who is clearly of a class of individuals who were intended to
be benefited by the Social Security Act.

The beneficiary of this bill is a man who, according to the informa-
tion supplied to the committee, was not gainfully employed since 1928.
As has been noted in this report and as outlined in the departmental
memorandum, the law only permitted a consideration of a 12-month
period immediately preceding Mrs. DeMonte's death and did not make
it possible to examine the history prior to that time when the actual
facts show that she was the main support of the family and had she
died in that period, Mr. DeMonte would have been eligible for the
benefits he now seeks. The Department has questioned relief on the
grounds that it would be preferential in this instance. However, the
committee feels the facts are sufficiently unique that legislative relief
should be extended in this instance and accordingly recommends that
the bill be considered favorably.

DEPARTMENTAL REPORT

DEPARTMENT OF HELTII, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, October 21, 1965.

Hon. EMANUEL CELLER,
Chairman, Committee on the Jucliciar?j,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of
January 27, 1965, for a report on H.R. 2761, a bill for the relief of
Enrico DeMonte.

This private relief bill would provide that for the purpose of quali-
fying for social security benefits, Mr. Enrico DeMonte is to be con-
sidered to have been receiving at least one-half of his support from
his deceased wife, Rose DeMonte, at the time of her death on Octo-
ber 15, 1963 (as the result of a typographical error the bill indicates
she died in 1962). If this bill were enacted, Mr. DeMonte would be
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eligll)le for widower's benefits based on his deceased wife's social
security account.

'l'he facts upon which this private relief bill is based are stated in
the accompanying memorandum. In substance, Mr. Enrico DeMonte.
flied an auplication for widower's insurance benefits under the social
security pro ram on ovembei 12, 1963. In order to qualify for these
benefits he would have to have been receiviiu at least one-half of his
support from his wife at the time of her death. I-us claim was disal-
lowed because he did not meet this requirement.

Enactment of the bill, then, would extend to Mr. DeMonfe a special
advantage that under the law must be. denied to other people in similar
situations. We be] eve that special legislation providing an advantage
to one person under conditions i(lentieal to those in which others are
denied similar treatment is undesirable. We therefore recommend
against, enactment of the bill.

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objec-
tion to the presentation of tins report from the standpoiit of the
administration's program.

Sincerely,
Wiinnrii J. Conrx,

U-nñcr ISci'etavy.
Enclosure.

MEMOnANDUM TO ACCOMPANY THE flEPORT OF THE DEPATiTMENT OF
hEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE ON 11.11. 2761

Tinier the Social Security Act a- widower must have been receiving
at least one-half of his support from his wife at the time of her death
in order to qualify for widower's insurance benefits. (Under the regu-
lations of the. Social Security Administration, a widowe.r meets this
requirementS if his wife n-as contributing at least. one-half of his
Sul)pOrf. for a reasonable period before her death. A period of 12
months preceding the date of death is considered a reasonable period
unless there. is a change in the, support situation during such period.)
The reason for the Support. requirement is to assure that henets will
be paid only ill situations where the widower had l)eefl dependent oii
his deceased wife for his support and lost, that support as a result of
her death. If FLU. 2761 were enacted, widower's benefits would he
payable to Mr. DeMonte even though he was not receiving one-half
of his support from his wife at the time of her death.

The information furnished to the Social Security Administration
showed that iii tim 12—month period before she died, on October 15,
1963, Mrs. De,Monte was working part time and Mr. DeMonte was
getting biweekly workmen's compensation payments. (Mr. DeMonte
had been receiving such payments since 1998. when he became dis-
abled.) Mrs. De\1onte had a net income of $1,674.50 in the 1 months
ininiediately preceding her death. In the same period her husband's
income was $1,300 in w-orkmen's compensation (which is not subject
to faxes). Tile total income to tile couple for'that period n-as $9,974.50,
and the value of Mr. DeMonte's support was determined to be one-
half of $2,974.50 or $1,487.25. Since Mr. DeMonte's income of $1,300
was more than half that. amount, the Social Security Administration
determined that Mr. DeMonte did not receive one-half of his support
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from his wife in the year before her death and that he was not entitled
to widower's insurance benefits.

On October 13, 1964, Mr. DeMonte requested a hearing before an
examiner of the Bureau of 1-learings and Appeals of the Social Security
Administration. The specific issue determined at the hearing, which
was held on March 24, 1965, was whether Mr. DeMonte was receiving
at least one-half of his support from his wife at the time of her death.
The hearing examiner found that Mr. DeMontes tax-fiee income
of $1,300 a year had provided more than one-half of his support
prior to the death of his wife on October l. 196:. He therefore
upheld the Social Security Administration's determination that Mr.
DeMonte was not entitled to widower's insurance benefits.

A request for a review of the hearing examiner's decision by the
Appeals Council of the Bureau of 1-learings and Appeals, Social
Security Administration, was denied because a review of the decision
would have resulted in no advantage to Mr. DeMonte.

0
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Private Calendar No. 5

91sT CONGRESS
1ST SEssioN R 2335

[Report No. 91—60]

IN TIlE ITO U SE OF B EPR ESENTATI YES

JANUARY 6, 1969

Mr. Sriru of New York introdwed the iollowuig bifl which was referred
to the Commit lee on the .1 ucliciarv

MARdI 12, 1969

Committed to the Committee of the Whole House and ordered to he printed

A BILL
IFor the relief of Enrico ])eM oiite.

1 Be it enacted bi the Senate and lionse of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled.

3 That ll the deteniiination of the right of Enrico DeMonte,

4 of Niagara Fails, New York, to widower's insurance hene—

D f3ts under section 202 (f) (1) of the Social Security Act,

6 as anìended (42 l'.S.C. 402 (f) (1), as aiiieiided) , the said

7 Enrico DeMonte shall be held and considered to have been

8 receiving at least one—half of his support from his late wife.,

9 Rose I)eMonte, at the time of her death oii October 1 3, 1 902.

Iv
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91ST CONGRESS
lsr SEssION

[Report No. 91—60]

A BILL
For the relief of Enrico DeMonte.

By Mr. trii of New York

JANUARY 6, 1969

Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary
MARdI 12, 1969

Comniitted to the Coniinittee of the W'hole House and
ordered to be printed
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ENRICO DEMONTE
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2335)

for the relief of Enrico DeMonte.
There being no objection, the Clerk

read the bill, as follows:
R.R. 2335

Be It enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That in the
determination of the right of Enrico De-
Monte, of Niagara Falls, New York, to with
ower's Insurance benefits under section
202(f) (1) of the Social Security Act, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 402(1) (1), as amended),
the said Enrico DeMonte haIl be held and
considered to have been receiving at Jeast
one-half of his support from his late wile,
Rose DeMonte, at the ttm of her death on
October 15, 1962.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table





Caleildar No. 1410
91ST CONGRESS SENATE REPORT

2dSe8sion j - No. 91—1394

ENRICO DEMONTE

DECEMBER 3, 1970.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee on the Judiciary,
submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany H.R. 23351

The Committee on the. Judiciary, to which was referred the bill
(H.R. 2335) for the relief of Enrico DeMonte, having considered the
same, reports favorably thereon, without amendment, and recom-
mends that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is to provide that in the
determination of the right of Enrico DeMonte, of Niagara Falls, N.Y.
to widower's insurance benefits under section 202(f)(1) of the Social
Security Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402(f)(1), as amended), he is
held and considered to have been receiving at least one-half of his
support from his late wife, Rose DeMonte, at the time of her death
on October 15, 1963.

STATEMENT

In its favorable report on the proposed legislation, the Committee
on the Judiciary of the House of Representatives said:

Mr. Enrico DeMonte was completely disabled frOm
performing gainful employment in an industrial accident in
1928. The accident caused an injury to Mr. DeMonte's eyes
with the result that his eyesight was so impaired that he has
been held to be functionally blind for purposes of earning a
living and his own support. His sole personal source of income,
except for a small amount of interest upon a savings account,
is and has been the meager monthly sum of $100. This
48—007
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represents a disability payment which is made out of the
New York State insurance fund. Considering that Mr. and
Mrs. DeMonte were, the parents of three children, this
amount was inadequate for the purposes of providing the
minimal support necessary for their subsistence. His wife
was, therefore, forced to obtain employment in 1930 or
1931 in order to properly support themselves and their three
minor children. Prior to that time, she was unable to obtain
any employment because of the economic depression which
existed.

Mrs. DeMonte was forced to continue full-time employ-
ment, as and 'when she was able to obtain it, and in 1941 or
1942, she obtained a full-time job at the Chisholm-Rider
Co., Inc., in Niagara Falls, N.Y., where she continued her
employment until the year 1959 when a plantwide strike
caused her employer to discontinue normal operation and
go into a minimal operation under a skeleton crew.

Mrs. DeMonte was then forced to seek new employment
whenever and wherever available and of any type available
to her. For a period of approximately 3 months, she collected
unemployment insurance benefits, but thereafter she obtained
part-time employment with the board of education in
Niagara Falls, N.Y., where she worked during the years
1959 through the time of her accidental death on October 15,
1963. Unfortunately, Mrs. DeMonte was killed in an auto-
mobile accident which occurred on that date. Mrs. DeMonte,
while laid off during the years 1959 through 1963, fully
expected to be recalled to the Chishoim-Rider Co. plant and
as a union member with 17 years seniority at the time of the
layoff, she would have been recalled. This belief is strength-
ened by the fact that some time in the year 1964 the Chis-
holm-Rider plant reopened production and commenced the
recall of former employees released because of the plant
shutdown.

Mr. DeMonte made application for widower's insurance
benefits under the Social Security Act following his wife's
death. He applied for these benefits because his wife was and
had been the main support of the family for many years.

Under the Social Security Act a widower must have been
receiving at least one-half of his support from his wife at the
time of her death in order to qualify for widower's insurance
benefits. (Under the regulations of the Social Security Ad-
ministration, a widower meets this requirement if his wife
was contributing at least one-half of his support for a rea-
sonable period before her death. A period of 12 months pre-
ceding the date of death is considered a reasonable period
unless there is a change in the support situation during such
period.) The reason for the support requirement is to assure
that benefits will be paid only in situations where the widower
had been dependent on his deceased wife for his support and
lost that support as a result of her death.

As is noted in the memorandum accompanying the Health,
Education, and Welfare report, the information furnished to
the Social Security Administration showed that in the 12-
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month period before she died, on October 15, 1963, Mrs.
DeMonte was working part time anU Mr. DeMonte was
getting biweekly workmen's compensation payments. (Mr.
DeMonte had been receiving such payments since 1928, when
he became disabled.) Mrs. DeMonte had a net income of
$1,674.50 in the 12 months immediately preceding her death.
In the same period her husband's income was $1,300 in work-
men's compensation (which is not subject to taxes). The
total income to the couple for that period was $2,974.50,
and the value of Mr. DeMonte's support was determined to
be one-half of $2,974.50 or $1,487.25. Since Mr. DeMonte's
income of $1,300 was more than half that amount, the Social
Security Administration determined that Mr. DeMonte
did not receive one-half of his support from his wife in the
year before her death and that he was not entitled to wid-
ower's insurance benefits.

On October 13, 1964, Mr. DeMonte requested a hearing
before an examiner of the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals
of the Social Security Administration. The specific issue
determined at the hearing, which was held on March 24,
1965, was whether Mr. DeMonte was receiving at least one-
half of his support from his wife at the time of her death. The
hearing examiner found that Mr. DeMonte's tax-free income
of $1,300 a year had provided more than one-half of his sup-
port prior to the death of his wife on October 15, 1963. He
therefore upheld the Social Security Administration's deter-
mination that Mr. DeMonte was not entitled to widower's
insurance benefits.

The committee has determined that the unusual circum-
stances of this case have served to deny social security bene-
fits to a dependent individual, who is clearly of a class of
individuals who were intended to be benefited by the Social
Security Act.

The beneficiary of this bill is a man who, according to the
information supplied to the committee, was not gainfully
employed since 1928. As has been noted in this report and as
outlined in the departmental memorandum, the law only
permitted a consideration of a 12-month period immediately
preceding Mrs. DeMonte's death and did not make it possible
to examine the history prior to that time when £he actual
facts show that she was the main support of the family and
had she died in that period, Mr. DeMonte would have been
eligible for the benefits he now seeks. The Department has
questioned relief on the grounds that it would be preferential
in this instance. However, the committee feels the facts are
sufficiently unique that legislative relief should be extended
in this instaiice and accordingly recommends that the bill
be considered favorably.

The committee believes that the bill is meritorious and recommends
it favorably.

Attached and made a part of this report is a letter dated October 21,
1965, from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

SR. 1394
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DEPARTMENTAL REPORT

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, October 21, 1965.

Hon. EMANUEL CELLER,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
House of Representatives, T1Tashington., D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of
January 27, 1965, for a report on H.R. 2761, a bill for the relief of
Enrico DeMonte.

This private relief bill would provide that for the purPose of quali-
fying for social security benefits, Mr. Enrico DeMonte is to be con-
sidered to have been receiving at least one-half of his support from
his deceased wife, Rose DeMonte, at the time of her death on Octo-
ber 15, 1963 (as the result of a typographical error the bill indicates
she died in 1962). If this bill were enacted, IVIr. DeMonte would be
eligible for widower's benefits based on his deceased wife's social
security account.

The facts upon which this private relief bill is based are stated in
the accompanying memorandum. In substance, Mr. Enrico DeMonte
filed an application for widower's insurance benefits under the social
security program on November 12, 1963. In order to qualify for these
benefits he would have to have been receiving at least one-half of his
support from his wife at the time of her death. His claim was disal-
lowed because he did not meet this requirement.

Enactment of the bill, then, would extend to Mr. DeMonte a sl)ecial
advantage that under the law must be denied to other people in similar
situations. We believe that special legislation providing an advantage
to one person under conditions identical to those in which others are
denied similar treatment is undesirable. We therefore recommend
against enactment of the bill.

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objec-
tion to the presentation of this report from the standpoint of the
administration's program.

Sincerely,
WILBUR J. COHEN,

Under Secretary.
Enclosure.

MEMORANDUM TO ACCOMPANY THE REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE ON H.R. 2761

Under the Social Security Act a. widower must have been receiving
at least one-half of his support from his wife at the time of her death
in order to qualify for widower's insurance benefits. (Under the regu-
lations of the Social Security Administration, a widower meets this
requirement if his wife was contributing at least one-half of his
support for a reasonable period before her death. A period of 12
months preceding the date of death is considered a reasonable period
unless there is a change in the support situation during such period.)
The reason for the support requirement is to assure that benefits will
be paid only in situations where the widower had been dependent on
his deceased wife for his support and lost that support as a result of
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her death. If H.R. 2761 were enacted, widower's benefits would be
payable to Mr. DeMonte even though he was not receiving one-half
of his support from his wife at the time of her death.

The information furnished to the Social Security Administration
showed that in the 12-month period before she died, on October 15,
1963. Mrs. DeMonte was working part time and Mr. DeMonte was
getting biweekly workmen's compensation payments. (Mr. DeMonte
had been receiving such payments since 1928, when he became dis-
abled.) Mrs. DeMonte had a net income of $1,674.50 in the 12 months
immediately preceding her death. In the same period her husband's
income was $1,300 in workmen's compensation (which is not subject
to taxes). The total income to the couple for that period was $2,974.50,
and the value of Mr. DeMonte's support was determined to be one-
half of $2,974.50 or $1,487.25. Since Mr. DeMonte's income of $1,300
was more than half that amount, the Social Security Administration
determined that Mr. DeMonte did not receive one-half of his support
from his wife in the year before her death and that he was not entitled
to widower's insurance benefits.

On October 13, 1964, Mr. DeMonte requested a hearing before an
examiner of the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals of the Social Security
Administration. The specific issue determined at the hearing, which
was held on March 24, 1965, was whether Mr. DeMonte was receiving
at least one-half of his support from his wife at the time of her death.
The hearing examiner found that Mr. DeMonte's tax-free income
of $1,300 a year had provided more than one-half of his support
prior to the death of his wife on October 15, 1963. He therefore
upheld the Social Security Administration's determination that Mr.
DeMonte was not entitled to widower's insurance benefits.

A request for a review of the hearing examiner's decision by the
Appeals Council of the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals, Social
Security Administration, was denied because a review of the decision
would have resulted in no advantage to Mr. DeMonte.

0
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ENRICO DnMONTE
The bill (H.R. 2335) for the relief of

Enrico DeMonte was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD an excerpt from the report
(No. 91—1394), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to provide that in the determination of the
right of Enrico DeMonte, of Niagara Falls,
N.Y. to widowers insurance benefits under
section 202'(f)(l) of the Social Security Act,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 402(f)('l), as
amended), he is held and considered to have
been receiving at least one-half of his 8up-
port from his late wife, Rose DeMonte, at
the time of her death on October 15, 1963.

STATEMENT

In its favorable report on the proposed
legisiation, the Committee on the Judiciary
of the House of Representatives said:

"Mr. Enrico DeMonte was completely dis"
abled from performing gainful employment
in an industrial accident in 1928. The acci-
dent caused an injury to Mr. DeMonte's eyes
with the result that his eyesight was so im-
phired that he has been held to be function-
ally blind for purposes of earning a living
and his own support. His sole personal source
of income, except for a small amount of in-
terest upon a savings account, is and has
been the meager monthly sum of 8100. This
represents a disability payment which is
made out of the New York State insurance
fund. Considering that Mr. and Mrs. DeMonte
were the parents of three children, this
amount was inadequate for the purposes of
providing 'the minimal support necessary for
their subsistence. His wife was, therefore,
forced to obtain employment in 1930 or 1931
in order to properly support themselves and
their three minor children. Prior to that
time, she was unable to obtain any employ-
ment because of the economic depression
which existed.

"Mrs. DeMonte was forced to continue
full-time employment, as and when she was
able to obtain it, and in 1941 or 1942, she
obtained a full-time job at the Chisholm-
Rider Co., Inc., in Niagara Falls, N.Y., where
she continued her employment until the year

1959 when a plantwide strike caused her
employer to discontinue normal operation
and go into a minimal operation under a
skeleton crew.

"Mrs. DeMonte was then forced to seek
new employment whenever and wherever
available and of any type available tc
her. For a period of approximately 3
months, she collected unemployment in-
surance. benefits, but thereafter she ob-
tained part-time employment with the
board of education in Niagara Falls, N.Y..
where she worked during the years 1959
through the time of her accidental death on
October 15, 1963. Unfortunately, Mrs. De-
Monte was killed in an automobile accident
which occurred on that date. Mrs. DeMonte,
while laid off during the years 1959 through
1963, fully expected to be recalled to the
Chisholm-Rider Co. plant and as a union
member'with 17 years seniority at the time
of the layoff, she would have been recalled.
This belief is strengthened by the fact that
some time in the year 1964 the Chlsholm-
Rider plant reopened production and com-
menced the recall of former employees re-
leased because of the plant shutdown.

"Mr. DeMonte made application for widow-
er's insurance benefits under the Social Secu-
rity Act following his wife's death. He ap-
plied for these benefits because his, wife
was and had been the main support of the
family for many years.

"Under the Social Security Act a widoler
must have been receiving at least one-half of
his support from, his wife at the time of
her death In order to qualify for widower's
Insurance benefits. (Under the regulations
of the Social Security Administration, a wid-
ower meets this requirement if his wife was
contributing at least one-half of his support
for a reasonable period before her death. A
period of 12 months' preceding the date of
death is considered a reasonable period unless
there is a change in the support situation
during such period.) The reason for the sup-
port requirement is to assure that benefits
will be paid only in situations where the
widower had been dependent on his deceased
wife for his support and lost that support
as a result of her death.

"As is noted in the memorandum accom-
panying the Health, Education, and Welfare
report, the information furnished to the
Social Security Administration showed that
in the 12-month period before she died, on
October 15, 1963, Mrs. DeMonte was work-
ing part time and Mr. DeMonte wan getting
biweekly workmen's compensation pay-
ments since 1928, when he became disabled.)
Mrs. DeMonte had a net income of $1674.50
in the 12 months immediately preceding her
death. In the same period her husband's in-
come was $1,300 In workmen's compensation
(which is not subject to taxes), The total
income to the couple for that period was
$2,974.50, and the value of Mr. DeMonte's
support was determined to be one-half of
82,974.50 or l,487.25. Since Mr. DeMonte's
income of $1,300 was more than half that
amount, the Social Security Administration
determined that Mr. DeMonte did not re-
ceive one-half of his support from his wife
in the year before her death and that he
was not entitled to widower's insurance
benefits.

"On October 13, 1964, Mr. DeMonte re-
quested a hearing before an examiner of the
examIner of the Bureau of Hearings and Ap-
peals of the Social Security Administration.
The specific issue determined at the hearing,
which was held .on March 24, 1965,
whether Mr. DeMOnte was receiving at least
one-half of his support from his wife at the
time of her death. The hearing examiner
found that Mr. DeMonte's tax-free income
of $1,300 a year had provided more than one-
half of his support prior to the death of his
wife on October 15, 1963. He therefore up-
held the Social Security Atlrninlatration's

December 9, 1970
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determination that Mr. DeMonte was not en-
titled to widower's Iflaurance benefits.

"The committee has determined that the
unuua1 circumstances of this case have
served to deny social security benefits to a
dependent Individual, who is clearly of a
class of individuals who were Intended to be
benefited by the Social Security Act.

"The beneficiary of this bill is a man who.
according to the Information supplied to the
committee, was not gainfully employed since
1928. As has been noted In this report and
as outlined In the departmental memoran-
dum, the law only permitted a consideration
of a, 12-month period Immediately preceding
Mrs. DeMonte's death and did not make It
possible to examine the history prior to that
time when the actual facts show that she
was the main support of the family and had
she died in that period, Mr. DeMonte would
have been eligible for the benefits he now
seeks. The Department has questioned relief
on the grounds that it would be preferen-
tial In this instance. Rowever, the commit-
tee feels the facts are sufficiently unique
that legislative relief should be extended In
this instance and accordingly recommends
that the bill be considered favorably."

The committee believes that the bill Is
meritorious and recommends it favorably.



Private Law 91-213
91st Congress, H. R. 2335

December 21, 1970

nrt
For the relief of Enrico DeMonte.

Be it enacted by the Senate and HouBe of Reyre8entatives of the
United State8 of America in Congre88 ae8eml)led That in the deter-
mination of the right of Enrico DeMonte, of Iiagara Falls, New
York to widower's insurance benefits under section 202(f) (1) of the
Social Security Act as amended (42 U.S.C. 402(f)(1) as amended),
the said Enrico Defonte shall be held and considerel to have been
receiving at least one-half of his support from his late wife, Rose
DeMonte, st the time of her death on October 15, 1962..

Approved December 21, 1970.



91ST CONGRESS 11012 SE OF REPRESENTATIVES J REPORT

Lct 1Sesson f No. 91—622

MRS. PEARL C. DAVIS

NOVEMBER 12.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House and ordered
to be printed.

Mr. RAILSBACK, from the Committee on the Judiciary,
submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany HR. 7264]

The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 7264) for the relief of Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, having considered
the same, report favorably thereon without amendment and recom-
mend that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is to provide that for the
purposes of determining the entitlement of Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, of
New Haven, Conn., to widow's insurance benefits under section 202(e)
of the Social Security Act on the basis of the wages and self-employ-
ment income of her late husband Alver C. Davis (social security
account No. 044—12—3912), the said Mrs. Pearl C. Davis shall be
deemed to have satisfactorily established her marital relationship with
the said Alver C. Davis at the time she first filed application for such
benefits in 1954. There shall be paid to the said Mrs. Pearl C. Davis,
in a lump sum from the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund, an amount equal to the total of the additional widow's
insurance benefits (for t.he period beginning with the month of April
1955, and ending with the month preceding the first month for which
she was entitled to such benefits without regard to this act.) which are
payable to her by reason of the preceding sentence.

STATEMENT

The bill, H.R. 7264, would make it possible for Mrs. Pearl C.
Davis to be deemed to have established that she was the legal widow
of Elbert C. Davis at the time she first applied for widow's benefits
in April 1954. The bill would further make it possible to pay Mrs.
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Davis an amount equal to the widow's benefits she would have received
from the period April 1955 to November 1962. The information sup-
plied to the committee indicates that Mrs. Pearl C. Davis is advanced
in years and her understanding of matters such as this is limited so
that her comprehension of the formal requirement of claims and
appeals inhibited her attempts to secure widow's benefits. It appears
that it was not until she received the assistance of an attorney that
the relatively simple proof required in this case were submitted and
her entitlement to benefits was confirmed.

The attempts by Mrs. Davis to secure vidov's benefits date back
to April 1954 when she reached age 65 and applied for social security
widow's benefits based on the earnings record of Alver Davis (account
No. 044—12—3912). Because Mrs. Davis failed to submit proof of her
marriage to Mr. Davis and to establish that she was his legal widow,
her laun was disallowed and a notice of the disallowance was sent
to her on June 16, 1954.

On September 23, 1954, Mrs. Davis filed a iiew application for
widow's benefits. Since she again failed to submit proof of her marriage
to Mr. Davis and to establish that she was his legal widow, her claim
was disallowed. A notice of the second disallowance was sent to her
on January 26, 1955.

On both of these occasions she was advised of her right to appeal
the decision made in her case, but she did not avail herself of this
right. Efforts were made by the Social Security Administration to
assist Mrs. Davis to develop proof of her marriage by checking with
the Bureau of Vital Statistics in New York City and by trying to
locate records at the church in which Mrs. Davh. alleged she was
married; the results of these contacts proved negative.

Mrs. Davis again filed an application on November 27, 1963, for
widow's insurance benefits, and submitted a warranty deed dated
September 20, 1938, which she had witnessed as Mrs. Pearl C. Davis.
On March 17, 1964, after she had been advised that she still had not
submitted proof that she was the legal widow of Mi'. Davis, Mrs.
Davis asked that her claim not be pressed any further. aiid accordingly
her claim was disallowed.

Mrs. Davis and her attorney later appealed this decision, however,
and submitted further evidence, which showed that Mr. and \Irs.
Davis had in 1942 and 1943 filed joint tax returns. A letter from the
\[etropolitan Life Insurance Co. stating that Mrs. Pearl C. Davis
was designated as Alver C. Davis' beneficiary and shown as his wife
Oil an insurance poiicy issued prior to his death, and statements by
two neighbors that the couple were always known as husband and
wife were also submitted.

On the basis of the evidence submitted, it was determined that
Mrs. Davis was the legal widow of Alver C. Davis and was therefore
entitled to benefits based on her application of November 1963.
Section 202(j)(1) of the Social Security Act provides that benefits
are payable for up to 12 months preceding the month in which an
application is filed if the individual could have been entitled to benefits
for that period had he applied. November 1962 was tlieref ore the first
month for which Mrs. Davis was entitled to social security benefits.

Mrs. Davis and her attorney have appealed this decision and have
requested that she be paid benefits from April 1955, rather than from
November 1962.

H. Rept. 91—622



The committee has carefully reviewed the history of this case as
outlined above and has concluded that it is a proper subject for
legislative relief. The issue in this case is not Mrs. Davis' right to
benefits for it has been established that she was, in fact, a widow
eligible to benefits under the Social Security Act. She was just as eligi-
ble at the date of her first application as she was when benefits began
to be paid to her. These benefits were intended to aid and protect
widows like Mrs. Davis. Accordingly, it is recommended that the bill
be considered favorably.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., December 27, 1967.

Hon. EMANUEL CELLER,
Chairman, Gom?nittee on (he Judiciary, House of Representatives,

Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of

May 2, 1967, for a report on H.R. 9082, a bill "for the relief of Mrs.
Pearl C. Davis."

The facts on which this private relief bill is based are stated in the
accompanying memorandum. In substance, in 1954 Mrs. Pearl C.
Davis reached age 65 and applied for widow's insurance benefits
based on the social security acco ant of Mr. Alver C. Davis. However,
because Mrs. Davis failed to submit proof of her marriage to Mr.Davis
and establish that she was his legal widow, her claim was disallowed
and a notice of the disallowance was sent to hei on June 16, 1954.
Mrs. Davis again filed application in September 1954. In June of
1954, and again in January 1955, when she was notified of the denial
of her claims for benefits, Mrs. Davis was advised of her right to
appeal the determination if she did not agree with it. Mrs. Davis
failed to do so on both occasions.

Mrs. Davis again filed application for benefits in November 1963.
On March 17, 1964, after she had been advised that she still had not
submitted proof that she was the legal widow of 1\lr. Davis, she asked
that her claim not be pressed any further, and accordingly her claim
was disallowed. On July 15, 1964, however, the decision on the claim
of November 1963 was appealed by Mrs. Davis and her attorney,
who submitted further evidence which established that she was the
legal widow of Mr. Davis. On the basis of this evidence, it was deter-
mined that Mrs. Davis was entitled to social security benefits on the
basis of her application of November 1963. Since the Social Security
Act provides that benefits are payable for up to 12 months preceding
the month in which an application is filed if the individual could have
been entitled to benefits for that period had he applied, it was deter-
mined that the first month for which she was entitled to benefits was
November 1962.

The bill provides that Mrs. Davis would be deemed to have estab-
lished that she was the legal widow of Alver C. Davis at the time she
first applied for widow's benefits in April 1954. The bill further re-
quires that Mrs. Davis be paid an amount equal to the widow's bene-
fits she would have received for the period from April 1955 to November
1962.

Present law and regulations of the Social Security Administration
state that initial determinations of the Social Security Administration
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are final aiid binding unless they are reconsidered at the clami ant's
request witlnn 6 months of the (late of the notice of the initial deter-
mination or are revised within 12 months from the (lute of the notice
of the initial (letermmation to the claimant, or, ii mn a 1iiidiiu of good
cause for reopening the (Letennillatiou or decision, wit hin 4 yezus
after the tiate of the notice, of the initial determination. In this ease
the 4—year period has expired. There is no authority for (lie Adniin—
istrution to reopen or revise the iiitial (tetet!IImation.

Enactment of the bill would extend to [is. PerI C. Davis a spcial
ii(ivaiituge that under the Jaw lutist he denied to others in silnil,tr situ-
tions. We believe that special legislation providin a ti idvaiui i to
some people under conditions identical it) Ih1t)s(' in w'hiwli III hers ire
denied similar I reatnient is generally iindesiuthlt'. We t lierefori' recotii-
mend against ellactnient of the bill.

We are advised by the Bureau of the Bonder that iliertis no oh jet-
timi to ttle subnnssion of this report fruit tte standpoint of t he
adiuiiistration's program.

Sincerely,
VVILLIA.\t .J. ('oHix.

Enclosure. Urn/n S'eieta!'/.

MEOHAxo OM TO Ac'olp&yv TOO n:po1T ov iu'o ::' wr'n;x'r
IJELTH, E000.\ nox, :co 'vxi tix oc ui. 9082

It April 1954, i\Irs. Pet d C. JJa-is reached ore 65 tiul a whed for
social security widow's benefits based on tie ew'tnngs record Of' Al ver
Davis (utcoint \o. 1)44—12—39 [21. Becius \ irs .,t)tviA failed to sill)-
mit proof of er marriage to fr. Davis and to establish dial she ut a hj
letral \Vi((ttu', her ('110111 was (hisi6owed tOld it Ii(ItICC it the Wa' d1o a. ice
\v. eii to icr ott dine 6, 1954.

t)n September 23, 1954, Jrs. Divi, JNi a n d''ijo' ftr
Ot ' heietik (Cs 0 tO I il to ii Ri

I', .\[!. Davis 111(1 to e51d)hisht 0i she wo us r:i \ltt". i01e1j111
Wa - 'IH:i!O\\ ed. A wine ,f the second dis:ilow't'c'c V :5 a'On iii .1) :1Jie1:'t'v 26. 1955.

Ut both of these occasions site \vtts a vised of her riirht to 1p)eti (lie
deji1tn made in her case, but site (lid not ttvti lterel' of ilis right.

u' crc taude by the it'htl ecnittv hnjiiisLa1nu;
\['-.. Davis to develop proof at ler o,nriage b s'l:'.ckioi' a ito i'

of Vital Statistics in Nw Yak he id 1 'Vllg 0 ' :Y're:'irtls 'ii 1hi ('hrr('im it \t'llieh \it. ,V1: ,ll'red ,,Iw Was 'i)':naOu;
tiP resit Its of these contacts pi'o':ed negative.

l;'s. Davis 'gout tiled ami .ipjdicntioi tin Noveitiin't 27. 66P. for
instiritce benefits, timid sihutittd a \\':urrnttv ([('tot 'toted

Sejijeitber 20, 193, vlneli site lutE witnessed as Im'a. Pearl C. i),iv.is.
U:' \iaIh 17, 1964, after site hid been ndvised d:iL -he still 1,10 ott
stmbmtittNl proof th0t site teas the legal vidot': iii \ir. D,vis, "it's.
I) via asked t lint her claim tot be pressed iv finther, id nrvordjnglv
her claim was clisallouverl,' Ii's. Davis and her attorney later tippealeci tIns decision, iio\\ ever,
and submit ted fiirtlmer evidence, uvhticli sliouved. that \l r. and i'tfrs.
Dii vis had in 1942 and 1943 filed joint t ix ret urns. A letter front the
\ feiropolitan Life I nsurance Co. stating that ft's. Pearl C. Davis

Fl. RepO 91—622
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\Vas designated as Alver C. Davis' beneficiary and shown as his vife
on an insurance policy issued prior to Ins death, and stcteiiients by
two neighbors that the couple were a1\vays known as husband and
w1fe were also submitted.

On the basis of the evidence submitted, it was determined that
T\Irs. Davis was the legal widow of After C. Davis and was therefore
entitled to benefits based on her application of November 1963.
Section 2O2 (1) of the Social Security Act provides that benefits
ire payable for up to 12 months pre'eding the month in which an

application is filed if the individual could have been entitled to benefits
for that period had he applied. November 1962 was therefore the
first month for which \Its. Davis was entitled to social security
benefits.

Mrs. Davis and her attorney have appealed this decision mid have
requested that she be paid benefits from April 1955, rather than from
\overnber 1962. (There is no indica Lion why the date of April 1955
\vas selected; Mrs. Davis reached age 65 and first applied for widows'
benehts in April 1954.)

0
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91ST CONGRESS T T T
1ST SESSION ri. i. 7264

[Report No. 91—622]

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FEBRUARY 19, 199

Mr. Gi.mio introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary

NOVEMBER 12, 1969

Committed to the Committee of the Whole House and ordered to be printed

A BILL
For the relief of Mrs. Pearl C. Davis.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and house of Representa-

2 lives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That, for the purposes of determining the entitlement of Mrs.

4 Pearl C. Davis, of New Haven, Connecticut, to widow's

5 insurance benefits under section 202 (e) of the Social Security

6 Act on the basis of the wages and self-employment income

7 of her late husband Alver C. Davis (Social Security Account

S Numbered 044—12—3912), the said Mrs. Pearl C. Davis shall

9 be deemed to have satisfactorily established her marital rela-

10 tionship with the said Alver C. Davis at the time she first

11 filed application for such benefits in 1954. There shall be paid

Iv
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1 to the said Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, in a lump sum from the Fed-

2 eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, an

3 amount equal to the total of the additional widow's insnrance

4 J)enefits (for the period beginning with the month of April

5 1955, and ending with the month preceding the first month

6 for which she was entitled to such benefits without regard to

7 this Act) which are payable to her by reason of the preceding

S sentence.
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[Report No. 91—622]

A BILL
For the relief of Mrs. Pearl (2. Davis.

By Mr. &1.U310

FEBRUARY 19, 1969
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary

NOVEMBER 12, 1909

Committed to the Committee of the Whole House and
ordered to be printed
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marital relationship with the said Alver C.
Davis et the time she first flied application
for such benefits In 1954, There shall be paid
to the said Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, in a lump sum
from the Federal Old-Age and 8urvivors In-
surance Trust Fund, an amount equal to the
total of the additional widow's insurance
benefits (for the period beginning with the
month of April 1955, and ending with the
month preceding the first month for which
she was entitled to such benefits without re-
gard to this Act) which are payable to her
by reason of the preceding sentence.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

MRS. PEARL C. DAVIS
The Clerk called the bill (H.R.. 7264)

for the relief of Mrs. Pearl C. Davis.
There being no objection, the Clerk

read the bill as follows:
H.R. 7264

Be it enacted by the Senate and Nouse
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for the
purposes of determining the entitlement or
lvirs. Pearl C. Davis. of New Haven, Oonnecti-
cut, to widow's insurance benefits under sec-
tion 202(e) of the Social Security Act on the
basis or the wages and self-employment in-
come of her late husband Alver C, Davis (So-
•cial Security Account Numbered 044-12—
3912), the said Mrs. Pearl C. Davis shall be
deemed to have satisfactorily established her



Calendar No. 1499
91ST CONGRESS 1 SENATE J REPORT

2dSesion j- No. 91—1485

MRS. PEARL C. DAVIS

JIEcEMBER 17 (legislative day, DECEMBER 15), 1970.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. EASTLAND. from the Committee on the Judiciary,
submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany H.R 7264]

The Committee on the Judiciary, to which was referred the bill
(H.R. 7264), for the relief of Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, having considered

the same, reports favorably thereon, without amendment, and recom-
mends that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is to provide that for the
purposes of determining the entitlement of Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, of
New Haven, Conn., to widows insurance benefits under section '202(e)
of the Social Security Act. on the basis of the wages and self-employ-
ment income of her late husband Alver C. Davis at t.he time she first
filed application for such benefits in 1954. There shall be paid to the
said Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, in a. lump sum from the Federal Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance Trust. Fund, an amount equal to the total of
the additional widows insurance benefits (for the period beginning
with the month of April 1955, aid ending with the month preceding
the first month for which she was entitled t.o such benefits without
regard to this act. (which are payable to her by reason of the preceding
sentence.

48—007
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STATEMENT

The bill, H.R. 7264, would make it possible for Mrs. Pearl C. I)avis,
to be deemed to have established that she was the legal widow of Alver
C. I)avis at the time she first applied for widow's beiiefits in April 1954.
The bill would further make it possible to pay Mrs. I)avis an amount
equal to the widow's benefits she would have received from the period
April 1935 to Noembe.r 1962. The information sul)pliedl to the com-
mittee. indicates that Mrs. Pearl C. I)avis is advanced in years and lice
understanding of matters such as this is limited so that her compre-
liension of the formal requirement of claims and appeals inhibited hei
attempts to secure widow's benefits. It apDears that it was not until she
received the assistance of an attorney that, the relatively simple proof
required in his case were submitted and her ent t1enient to benefits WflS
confirmed.

The attenlr)ts by Mrs. Davis to scenic widow's benefits ilate hack
to April 195-1 when she reached age (iS and applied for social security
widow's benefits based on the earnings record of Aiver Davis (account
No. 044—12—3912). Because Mrs. Davis failed to submit proof of her
Inairiage to Mr. Davis and to establish that she was his legal widow,
hei claim was disallowed and a notice of the disallowance was sent
to her on June 16, 1954.

On September 23, 1954, Mrs. Davis filed a new application for
widow's benefits. Since she again failed to submit proof of her marriage
to Mr. Davis and to establish that. she was his legal widow, her claim
was disallowed. A notice of the second disallowance was sent, to hem
on .January 26, 1955.

On both of these occasions she was advised of hei right to appeal the
decision made in her case, but she did not avail herself of tins right.

The most apparent and truthful answer seems to be that he simply
did not understand the meaning of the word and had considerable diffi-
culty even appreciating the reason for hei denial. In lieu of any appeal,
she persisted in making applications on a somewhat rapid-fire basis.

Efforts were made by the Social Security Aclmiiiistration to assist
Mrs. Davis to develop proof of her marriage by checking with the Bu-
real! of Vital Statistics in. New York City and by trying to locate icc-
orcis at the church in which Mrs. Davis alleged she was married; the
results of these contacts proved negative.

Mis. T)avis again filed an application on Xovembei. 21, 1963, for
widow's insurance benefits, and submitted a warranty deed dated
September 20, 1938, which she had witnessed as Mrs. Pearl C. I)avis.
On March 17, 1964, aftei' she had been advised that she still had not
submitted proof that, she was the legal widow of Mr. I)avis, Mrs.
Davis asked that her claim not be pressed any further, and accordingly
her chain was disallowed.

Mrs. Davis and her attorney later appealed this decision, however,
and submitted further evidence, which showed that Mr. and Mrs.
Davis had in 1942 and 1943 filed joint tax returns. A letter from the
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. stated that Mrs. Pearl C. Davis
was designated as lver C. Davis' beneficiary and shown as his wife
on an insurance policy issued plior to his death, and statements by
two neighbors that the. couple were always known as lnlsl)ai!d a I 1(1
wife were also submitted.

S. l{ept. 1485
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that Mrs. Davis was entitled to social security benefits on the basis of
her application of November 1963. Since the Social Security Act pro-
vides that benefits are payable for up to 12 months preceding the
month in which an application is filed if the individual could have
been entitled to benefits for that period had he applied, it was deter-
mined that the first month for which she was entitled to benefits was
November 1962.

The bill provides that Mrs. Davis would be deemed to have estab-
lished that she was the legal widow of Alver C. Davis at the time she
first applied for widow's benefits in April 1954. The bill further re-
quires that Mrs. Davis be paid an amount equal to the widow's bene-
fits she would have received for the period from April 1955 to Novem-
ber 1962.

Present Jaw and regulations of the Social Security Administration
state that initial determinations of the Social Security Administration
are final and binding unless they are reconsidered at the claimant's
request within 6 months of the date of the notice of the initial deter-
mination or are revised within 12 months from the date of the notice
of the initial determination to the claimant, or, upon a finding of good
cause for reopening the determination or decision, within 4 veals
after the date of the notice of the initial determination. In this case
the 4-year period has expired. There is no authority for the Admin-
istration to reopen or revise the initial determination.

Enactment of the bill would extend to Mrs. Pearl C. Davis a special
advantage that under the law must be denied to others in similar situa-
tions. We. believe that special legislation providing an advantage to
some people under conditions identical to those in which others are
denied similar treatment is generally undesirable. We therefore recom-
niend against, enactment of the bill.

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objec-
tion to the submission of this report from the standpoint of the
administration's program.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM J. Coi,

Enclosure. Under Secretary.

MEMORANDUM TO ACCOMPANY THE REPORT OF TIlE DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTh. EDUCATION, AND WELFARE OX H.R. 9082

In April 1954, Mrs. Pearl C. Davis reached age 65 and applied for
social security widow's benefits based on the earnings record of Alver
Davis (account No. 044—12—3912). Because Mrs. Davis failed to sub-
mit proof of her marriage to Mr. Davis and to establish that she was
his legal widow, her claim was disallowed and a notice of the dis-
allowance was sent to her on June 16, 1954.

On September 23, 1954, Mrs. Davis filed a new application for
widow's benefits. Since she again failed to submit proof of her marriage
to Mr. Davis and to establish that she was his legal widow, her claim
was disallowed. A notice of the second disallowance was sent to her on
January 26, 1955.

On both of these occasions she was advised of her right to appeal the
decision made in her case, but she did not avail herself of this right.

S. Eept. 1485
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On the basis of the evidence submitted, it was determined that Mrs.
Davis was the legal widow of Alver C. Davis and was therefore en-
titled to benefits based on her application of November 1963. Section
202(j) (1) of the Social Security Act provides that benefits are pay-
able for up to 12 months preceding the month in which an application
is filed if the individua.i could have. l)epn entitled to benefits for that,
period had he. applied. November 1962 was therefore the first month
for which Mrs. T)avis was entitled to social security benefits.

Mrs. 1)avis and her attorney have appealed this decision and have
requested that, she. be paid benefits from April 1955, rather thaii fioin
November 1962.

The. house. Committee. reviewed the history of thus case and con-
cluded that. it is a ploper subject for legislative relief. The issue in
this case is not Mrs. I)avis' right to benefits for it. has been established
that. she was, iii fact, a widow eligible to 1)encfits under the social e-
curity Act. She was just as eligible at the date of her first application
as she was when benefits began to lie l)aidl to lieu. These benefits were
intended to aid and protect. widows like. Mrs. Davis. The. committee is
in agreement. with the house Committee that this bill is meritorious
and accordingly recommends fa vorable consideration of 11.11. 7264
without amendment.

Attached hereto and made a part hereof is the report of the 1)epart-
nieiit of health, Education, and Welfare.

I)l:r.\TrrrExT OF ThEA LTJJ, EDFcAT1OX, AND WELFABE,
TVahiiigton, D.C.. Decembei' 27, 11)70.

Iloii. Esr.\xrEr. CELLER,
(/aii'mai. (1oin.iIu'ttee on. tbe Jud?cia.ey, house of Iepi'e.seiitatiees.

1Vahi'iigton. D.C.
l)i.u Mn. CELunirAx: This letter is in response to your request of

May 2, 1967, for a report on H.R. 9082, a bill "for the relief of Mrs.
Pearl C. Davis."

The facts on which this private relief bill is based are stated in the
accompanying memorandum. In substance, in 1954 Mrs. Pearl C. 1)avis
ieached age 65 and applied for widow's insurance, l)eliefits, based on
the social security account of Mr. Alver C. Davis. However, because
Mrs. I)avis failed to submit proof of lieu marriage to Mr. Davis and
estal)l ishi that she was his legal widow, her claim was disallowed and a
notice of the disallowance was sent to her on .June 16, 1954. Mrs. Davis
again filed application in September 1954. In June of 1954, and again
in January 1955, when she was iiotified of the denial of lieu claims for
benefits, Mrs. Davis was advised of her right to appeal the determina-
tion if she did not agree with it. Mrs. Davis failed to do so on lioth
OraSions.

Mrs. T)avis again filed application for benefits in November 1963.
On Maicli 17, 1964, after she had been advised that, she still lied not
subimt.ted proof that she was the legal widow of Mr. 1)avis, she asked
that her laini not he pressed any further, and accordingly her claim
was disallowed. On .July 15, 1964, however, the (lecision on the claim
of November 1963 was appealed by Mrs. Davis and her attorney, who
submitted further evidence which established that she was the legal
widow of Mr. Davis. On the basis of this evidence, it as determined

S. Rent. 1485
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Efforts were made by the Social Security Administration to assist
Mrs. Davis to develop proof of her marriage by checking with the
Bureau of Vital Statistics in New York City and by trying to locate
records at the church in which Mrs. Davis alleged she was married;
the results of these contacts proved negative.

Mrs. Davis again filed an application on November 27, 1963, for
widow's insurance benefits, and submitted a warranty deed dated
September 20, 1938, which she had witnessed as Mrs. Pearl C. Davis.
On March 17, 1964, after she had been advised that she still had not
submitted proof that she was the legal widow of Mr. Davis, Mrs.
Davis asked that her claim not be pressed any further, and accordingly
her claim was disallowed.

Mrs. Davis and her attorney later appealed this decision, however,
and submitted further evidence, which showed that Mr. and Mrs.
Davis had in 1942 and 1943 filed joint tax returns. A letter from the
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. stating that Mrs. Pan C. Davis was
designated as Alver C. Davis' beneficiary and shown as his wife on
an insurance policy issued prior to his death, and statements by two
neighbors that the couple were aLways known as husband and wife
were also submitted.

On the basis of the evidence submitted, it was determined that Mrs.
Davis was the legal widow of Alver C. Davis and was therefore en-
titled to benefits based on her application of November 1963. Section
202(j) (1) of the Social Security Act provides that benefits are payable
for up to 19 months preceding the month in which an application is
filed if the individual could have been entitled to benefits for that
period had he applied. November 1962 was therefore the first month
for which Mrs. Davis was entitled to social security benefits.

Mrs. Davis and her attorney have appealed this decision and have
requested that she be paid benefits from April 1955, rather than from
November 1962. (There is no indication why the date of April 1955
was selected; Mrs. Davis reached age 65 and first applied for widows'
benefits in April 1954.)

0
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MRS. PEARL C. DAVIS
The bill (H.R. 7264) for the relief of

Mrs. Pearl C. Davis was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
RECORD an excerpt from the report (No.
91—1485), explaining the purposes of the
measure.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation Is
to provide that for the purposes of determin-
ing the entitlement of Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, of
New Haven, Conn., to widow's insurance
benefits under section 202(e) of the Social
Security Act on the basis of the wages and
self -employment income of her late husband
Alver C. Davis at the time she first filed ap-
plication for such benefits in 1954. There
shall be paid to the said Mrs. Pearl C. Davis.
in a lump sum from the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, an amount
equal to the total of the additional widow's
Insurance benefits (for the period beginning
with the month of April 1955, and ending
with the month preceding the first month
for which she was entitled to such benefits
without regard to this act) to which are pay-
able to her by reason of the preceding sen-
tence.

The bill, HR. '(264, would make it possible
for Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, to be deemed to have
established that she was the legal widow of
Alver C. Davis at the time she first applied
for widow's benefits in April 1954. The bill
would further make It possible to pay Mrs.
Davis an amount equal to the widow's bene-
fits she would have received from the period
April 1955 to November 1962. The informa-
tion supplied to the committee indicates that
Mrs. Pearl C. Davis Is advanced in years and
her understanding of matters such as this is
limited so that her comprehension of the
formal requirement of claims and appeals
inhibited her attempts to secure widow's ben-
efits. It appears that it was not until she re-
ceived the assistance of an attorney that the
relatively simple proof required in his case
was submitted and her entitlement to bene-
fits was confirmed.

The attempts by Mrs. Davis to secure wid-
ow's benefits date back to April 1954 when
she reached age 65 and applied for social se-
curity widow's benefits based on the earnings
record of Alvert Davis (account No. 044—12—
3912). Because Mrs. Davis failed to submit
proof of her marriage to Mr. Davis and to es-
tablish that she was his legal widow, her
claim was disallowed and a notice of the dis-
allowance was sent to her on June 16, 1954.

On September 23, 1954, Mrs. Davis filed a
new application for widow's benefits. Since
she again failed to submit proof of her mar-
riage to Mr. Davis and to establish that she
was his legal widow, her claim was disal-
lowed. A notice of the second disallowance
was sent to her on January 26, 1955.

On both of these occasions she was advised
of her right to appeal the decision made in
her case, but she did not avail herself of this
right.

The most apparent and truthful answer
seems to be that she Simply did not under-
stand the meaning of the word and had con-
siderable difficulty even appreciating the rea-
son for her denial. In lieu of any appeal, she
persisted in making applications on a some-
what rapid-fire basis.

Efforts were made by the Social Security
Administration to assist Mrs. Davis to de-
velop proof of her marriage by checking with
the Bureau of Vital Statistics in New York
City and by trying to locate records at the
church in which Mrs. Davis alleged she was
married: the results of these contacts proved
negative.

Mrs. Davis again filed an application on
November 27, 1963, for widow's insurance
benefits, and submitted a warranty deed
dated September 20, 1938, which she had
witnessed as Mrs. Pearl C. Davis. On March
17, 1964, after she had been advised that she
still had not submitted proof that she was
the legal widow of Mr. Davis, Mrs. Davis
asked that her claims not be pressed any
further, and accordingly her claim was dis-
allowed.

Mrs. Davis and her attorney later appealed
this decision, however, and submitted fur-
ther evidence, which showed that Mr. and
Mrs. Davis had in 1942 and 1943 filed joint
tax returns. A letter from the Metropolitan
Life Insurance Co. stated that Mrs. Pearl C.
Davis was designated as Alver C. Davis'
beneficiary and shown as his wife on an In-
surance policy issued prior to his death, and
statements by two neighbors that the couple
were always known as husband and wife were
also submitted.

On the basis of the evidence submitted, it
was determined that Mrs. Davis was the legal
widow of Alver C. Davis and was therefore
entitled to benefits based on her application
of November 1963. Section 202(j) (1) of the
Social Security Act provides that benefits are
payable for up to 12 months preceding the
month in which an application is flied if the
individual could have been entitled to bene-
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fits for that period had he applied. Novem-
ber 1962 was therefore the first month for
which Mrs. Davis was entitled to social se-
curity benefits.

Mrs. Davis and her attorney have appealed
this decision and have requested that she
be paid benefits from April 1955, rzther than
from November 1962.

The House Committee reviewed the history
01' this case and concluded that It is a proper
subject for legislative relief, The issue in
this case Is not Mrs. Davis' riit to bene-
fits for it has been established thst was,
in fact, a widow eligible to benefits under
the Social Security Act. She was just as eli-
gible at the date of her first application as
she was when benefits bsan to be paid to
her. These benefits were intendcd to 1d and
protect widows like itIrs. avti. Tho commit-
tee is in agreement with the fious Com-
mittee that this bill Is nlCrItori.L4 .nfl ac.
cordingly recommends tavorehi mslderts.
tion of Hilt. 7264 without L.mcni1ent.

December 19, 1970 CONGRSSJONAL RECORD SENATE
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December 31, 1970

nct
For the relief of Mrs. Pearl C. Davis.

Be it enacted by the Seiate and Hov.se of Representatives of the
United States o,f Ameriea in Congress assembled, That, for the pur-

poses of determining the entitlement of Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, of New
Haven, Connecticut, to widow's insurance benefits under section 202
(a) of the Social Security Act on the basis of the waes and self-
employment income of her late husband Alver C. Davis (Social
Security Account Numbered 044—12—3912), the said Mrs. Pearl C.
Davis shall be deemed to have satisfactorily established her marital
relationship with the said Alver C. Davis at the time she first filed
application for such benefits in 1954. There shall be paid to the said
Mrs. Pearl C. I)avis, in a lump sum from the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, an amount equal to the total of the
additional widow's insurance benefits (for the period beginning with
the month of April 1955, and ending with the month preceding the
first month for which she was entitled to such benefits without regard
to this Act) which are payable to her by reason of the preceding
sentence.

Approved December 31, 1970.
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	B. Senate Debate - Congressional Record - October 6, 1969 (Senate passed Committee-reported bill.)
	C. Senate - Passed Bill S. 476 (as referred to House) - October 7, 1969

	II. Reported to and Passed House
	A. Committee on the Judiciary Report House Report No. 91-616 (to accompany S. 476) - November 12, 1969
	B. House Debate - Congregressional Record - January 20, 1970 (Committee reported and House passed Senate bilI.)

	III. Private Law
	Private Law 91-76 - 91st Congress - February 2, 1970


	For the Relief of Albert E. Jameson, Jr.
	I. Reported to and Passed House
	A. Committee on the Judiciary House Report No. 91-299 (to accompany H.R. 5337) - June 9, 1969
	B. Committee Bill Reported to the House H.R. 5337 (reported without amendments) - June 9, 1969
	C. House Debate - Congressional Record - June 17, 1969 (House passed Committee-reported bilI.)

	II. Reported to and Passed Senate
	A. Committee on the Judiciary Senate Report No. 91-1056 (to accompany H.R. 5337) - Ju!y 30, 1970
	B. Senate Debate - Congressional Record - August 3, 1970 (Committee reported and Senate passed House bilI.)

	III. Private Law
	Private Law 91-125,  91st Congress - August 14, 1970


	For the Relief of Enrico DeMonte
	I. Reported to and Passed House
	A. Committee on the Judiciary House Report No. 91-60 (to accompany H.R. 2335) - March 12, 1969
	B. Committee Bill Reported to the House H.R. 2335 (reported without amendment) - March 12, 1969
	C. House Debate - Congressional Record - April 1, 1969 (House passed Committee-reported bill.)

	II. Reported to and Passed Senate
	A. Committee on the Judiciary Senate Report No. 91-1394 (to accompany H.R. 2335) - December 3, 1970
	B. Senate Debate - Congressional Record - December 9, 1970 (Committee reported and Senate passed House bilI.)

	III. Private Law
	Private Law 91-213 - 91st Congress - December 21, 1970


	For the Relief of Pearl C. Davis
	I. Reported to and Passed House
	A. Committee on the Judiciary House Report No. 91-622 (to accompany H.R. 7264) - November 12, 1969
	B. Committee Bill Reported to the House H.R. 7264 (reported without amendment) - November 12, 1969
	C. House Debate - Congressional Record - December 16, 1969 (House passed Committee-reported bill.)

	II. Reported to and Passed Senate
	A. Committee on the Judiciary Senate Report No.91-1485 (to accompany H.R. 7264) - December 17, 1970
	B. Senate Debate - Congressional Record - December 19, 1970 (Committee reported and Senate passed House bill.)

	III. Private Law
	Private Law 91-228 - 91st Congress - December 31, 1970






